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15  November  1996 

Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table." 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff,  based  on 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  The  proposals  address  issues  that  are 
very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they  are 
intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each  proposal 
is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection  during  the 
retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST. 


1.  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 

--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 

S  000440 

2.  Openness. 

--  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process. 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3,  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff-based  information 
system . 
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15  November  1996 

Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table." 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff,  based  on 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  The  proposals  address  issues  that  are 
very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they  are 
intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each  proposal 
is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection  during  the 
retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST . 


1 .  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 


--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 
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2 .  Openness . 

- ~  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process. 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3e  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff-based  information 
system . 
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15  November  1996 

Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table." 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff,  based  on 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  The  proposals  address  issues  that  are 
very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they  are 
intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each  proposal 
is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection  during  the 
retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST, 


1*  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 

--  Security . is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 

S  000442 

2.  Openness. 

Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process . 

Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3.  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff -based  information 
system . 


From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  ALL-PT 

Date:  15  Nov  1996  (Fri)  10:37 

Subject:  Upcoming  Retreat 

TO:  All  PT  Personnel 

FROM:  Steve  Benka 

DATE:  November  15,  1996 

SUBJECT:  Retreat 


Each  of  us  has  work-related  concerns,  ideas,  complaints,  and  suggestions  for  change  at  Physics  Today.  Yet  these 
concerns,  ideas,  complaints,  and  suggestions  (CICS)  are  often  unvoiced  or  unheard,  which  means  they  are  also 
undiscussed  in  any  productive  way. 

Our  impending  retreat  provides  us  with  an  excellent  opportunity  to  put  our  CICS  "on  the  table"  and  begin  to  examine 
them  honestly.  I  invite  each  of  us  to  reflect  on  our  own  CICS,  and  present  them  openly  at  the  retreat.  Anything 
related  to  Physics  Today  is  fair  game:  its  management,  structure,  procedures,  content  and  appearance,  your  role  or 
department,  and  so  on.  Jotting  them  down  may  be  helpful.  Don't  be  bashful.  The  only  repurcussions  from  an 
honest  dialog  amongst  ourselves  will  be  improved  understanding  of  (and  by)  everyone  involved.  My  preference  is 
that  we  focus  on  issues  within  our  control,  rather  than  issues  such  as  AIP  management  over  which  we  have  no 
control. 

I  would  like  to  devote  Wednesday  morning  to  our  individual  CICS,  and  propose  to  run  it  conference-style,  with  15 
minutes  allowed  for  each  person  to  speak,  followed  by  5  minutes  for  clarifying  questions  but  no  discussion.  The 
order  will  be  determined  by  drawing  names  from  a  hat.  I  will  have  a  timer,  and  someone  else  will  monitor  it  when  my 
name  is  drawn. 


I  am  grateful  for  this  opportunity,  and  deeply  appreciate  everyone's  participation. 

I  suggest  the  following  format: 

Tuesday  evening  —  Dinner,  Speech  by  Charles,  Distribution  of  Advisory  Committee  Report  (currently  in  the  mail). 
Wednesday  morning  —  15-minute  presentations  by  each  individual 

Wednesday  afternoon  —  Free-form  group  discussion  of  global  concerns,  ideas,  suggestions  &  models. 
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15  November  1996 

Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table.1' 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff,  based  on 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  These  proposals  address  issues  that 
are  very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they 
are  intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each 
proposal  is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection 
during  the  retreat .  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST. 


1.  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 


--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 


S  000444 


2 .  Openness . 

-  -  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process . 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3.  Volunteer  reporters 
system . 


a  staff-based  information 
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15  November  199 6 

Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  is  in  the  spirit  of  Steve's  invitation  to 
put  our  concerns  "on  the  table."  Based  on  discussions  among 
the  staff,  some  of  us  have  come  up  with  this  list  of 
possible  items  to  be  discussed  at  the  retreat.  The  theme  of 
these  proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the 
Physics  Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff 
empowerment  and  editorial  efficiency.  These  proposals 
address  issues  that  are  very  important  to  at  least  some  of 
the  staff,  and  they  are  intended  to  provide  a  basis  for 
discussion.  Each  proposal  is  subject  to  adoption, 
modification  or  rejection  during  the  retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO 
THE  LIST. 


1.  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 


- -  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 


S  000445 


2.  Openness. 


--  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process . 


- -  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 
(Examples:  short  feature  articles,  merging  of 
departments . ) 

-  -  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3  . 


Volunteer  reporters 


a  staff-based  information 


15  November  199 6_ 


Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  is  in  the  spirit  of  Steve's  invitation  to 
put  our  concerns  "on  the  table."  Based  on  discussions  among 
the  staff,  some  of  us  have  come  up  with  this  list  of 
possible  items  to  be  discussed  at  the  retreat.  The  theme  of 
these  proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the 
Physics  Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff 
empowerment  and  editorial  efficiency.  These  proposals 
address  issues  that  are  very  important  to  at  least  some  of 
the  staff,  and  they  are  intended  to  provide  a  basis  for 
discussion.  Each  proposal  is  subject  to  adoption, 
modification  or  rejection  during  the  retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO 
THE  LIST. 


1 .  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 

--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 


2 .  Openness . 

--  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process. 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

(Examples:  short  feature  articles,  merging  of 
departments . ) 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 

3.  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff-based  information 
system . 

--  Reporter  gathers  and  disseminates  information  on 
progress  toward  agreed-upon  goals.  Not  intended  to 
replace  management's  information  system.  (Example: 
reporting  on  progress  toward  hiring  someone  to 
categorize  books.) 

4.  Problem  resolution:  Editorial  and  other. 

--  Editorial  judgment:  Burden  of  proof  on  critic. 

--  In  disputes,  editors  are  encouraged  to  consult  others 
on  staff . 


S  000516 


5.  Distribute  work  according  to  staff  interest. 


2-5 


--  Adjust  job  descriptions  of  yet - to-be -hired  editorial 
and  secretarial  staff  members  based  on  current  staff 
interests . 


6-  Physics  Today  management  should  act  in  a  way  that  leads 
staff  to  see  them  as  their  advocates  rather  than  as  the 
local  representatives  of  higher  management. 

--  Advocates  in  editorial  controversies. 

--  Advocates  in  annual  reviews. 


7.  Voluntary  staff  participation  in  hiring. 

--  Participate  in  writing  job  advertisements. 
--  Examine  resumes. 

--  Talk  to  candidates. 

--  Offer  recommendations. 


8.  Take  affirmative  action  to  increase  diversity  of  Physics 
Today  staff. 


9.  Allow  staff  to  solicit  outlines  for  articles. 

10.  No  need  for  detailed  schedules. 
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5  November  1997 


Marc , 


Thank  you  for  asking  me  to  meet  with  you  today  about  my 
statement  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  that  the 
magazine  has  failed  to  live  up  fully  to  its  claim  that  it  is 
an  af f irmative-act ion  employer. 

I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  history  of 
the  issue  at  the  magazine  and  to  discuss  the  important 
difference  between  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative  action. 

At  a  November  1996  Physics  Today  meeting,  some  of  us  on' 
the  staff  raised  the  issue  of  affirmative  action  and  the 
lack  of  diversity  at  the  magazine.  Several  weeks  earlier, 
one  of  the  Physics  Today  editors  had  submitted  his 
resignation,  thus  presenting  us  with'an  immediate' 
opportunity  to  work  toward  correcting  the  problem.  At  the 
meeting,  I  said  I  would  help  monitor  the  situation  in  the 
future,  as  did  Jean  Kumagai,  who  is  the  only  minority  among 
the  18  individuals  who  work  at  Physics  Today. 

On  14  April  1997  the  Physics  Today  staff  learned  that 
out  of  the  85  applicants  for  the  editorial  opening  at  the 
magazine,  three  had  been  selected  to  come  in  for  interviews 
--  all  white  males.  Among  the  85  applicants  were  a  number 
of  potentially  qualified  minorities  and  women.  Jean  and  I 
argued  that  if  Physics  Today  were  truly  committed  to 
affirmative  action,  it  would  also  bring  in  some  of  these 
applicants.  That  could  have  been  done  easily,  but  Charles 
Harris  and  Steve  Benka  refused,  saying  that  it  was  not  worth 
the  delay  of  a  week  or  so  that  it  would  cause.  We  felt  that 
this  revealed  Physics  Today's  priorities  (and  AIP's,  too, 
because  Charles  had  told  us  that  he  had  discussed  the 
institute's  affirmative  action  policy  with  Terri  Braun  after 
the  November  1996  staff  meeting) ,  and  that  affirmative 
action  clearly  was.  low  on  the  list. 

The  decisive  factor  turned  out  to  be  that  while  Charles 
believes  in  equal  opportunity,  he  does  not  believe  fully  in 
affirmative  action.  He  told  me,  for  example,  that  he  would 
not  hire  a  minority  who  is  qualified  to  do  the  job  unless 
that  individual  was  more  qualified  than  all  84  of  the  other 
candidates.  Such  a  policy  can  lead  to  an  all-white  staff 
even  though  many  minorities  are  qualified  to  do  the  work. 

For  reasons  outside  of  our  immediate  control,  qualified 
minorities  are  less  likely  to  have  credentials  beyond  those 
needed  to  do  the  work.  Thus,  the  qualified  minorities  are 
passed  over  in  favor  of  white  applicants  who  have  such 
superfluous  credentials.  The  result  is  a  staff  that  doesn't 
look  like  the  population  of  people  who  are  qualified  to  do 
the  work.  Thus  the  Physics  Today  staff  does  not  look  like 
the  physics  community,  the  journalism  community,  the 
Washington  community  or  the  nation  as  a  whole.  As  long  as 
Physics  Today  fails  to  embrace  affirmative  action, 
minorities  will  continue  to  be  in  the  subset  of  applicants 
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deemed  qualified  to  do  the  job,  but  rarely  among  those 
actually  hired.  Thus  "equal  opportunity"  amounts  to  a  de 
facto  "whites  only"  hiring  policy  at  Physics  Today. 
Historically,  affirmative  action  was  instituted  to  overcome 
this  shortcoming  of  equal  opportunity. 

Charles  also  told  me  that  staff  diversity  is  of  no 
value  to . the  magazine  --  except  to  make  the  office  a  more 
interesting  place  to  work.  Therefore  the  fact  that  a 
particular  job  candidate  would  contribute  to  the  diversity 
of  the  staff  counts  for  nothing,  he  said. 

My  own  concern  about  affirmative  action  at  Physics 
Today  was  heightened  when  AIP  and  the  magazine  relocated 
from  New  York  City  to  College  Park  four  years  ago.  To  fill 
the  editorial  openings  created  by  the  move,  the  magazine 
hired  three  individuals,  all  white  males  --  Ray  Ladbury, 
Denis  Cioffi  and  Steve  Benka .  None  of  the  three  had  any 
journalism  experience,  but  the  magazine  was  willing  to  train 
them.  . (One  could  view  this  as  an  affirmative  action  program 
for  white  males . )  If  the  magazine  is  willing  to  hire  and 
train  potentially  qualified  whites,  then  why  not  do  that  for 
minorities,  too? 

The  managers  at  Physics  Today  made  two  token  gestures 
in  response  to  the  pressure  that  we  applied:  They  told  a 
few  organizations  of  minority  scientists  about  the  job 
opening,  and,  after  they  filled  the  position  with  a  white 
male,  they  phoned  a  few  of  the  minorities  whom  they  had 
judged  to  be  "promising  candidates." 

Ever  since  my  disagreement  with  Charles  over 
affirmative  action  at  Physics  Today,  he  has  treated  me  a 
little  bit  like  an  unwelcome  troublemaker.  You  should' be 
able  to  verify  any  point  that  I  have  made  in  this  note 
without  attributing  it;  by  doing  it  that  way,  you  can  avoid 
exacerbating  this  problem. 
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27  April  1998 

To:  Theresa  Braun,  Director  of  Human  Resources,  and  James 

Stith,  Director  of  Physics  Programs,  American  Institute  of 
Physics 

From:  Jeff  Schmidt,  Senior  Associate  Editor,  Physics  Today 

Subject:  My  i998  performance  review 

I  am  writing  to  ask  that  my  1998  performance  review  be 
redone.  Physics  Today  editor  Stephen  Benka  wrote  the  review 
under  the  direction  of  Physics  Today  publisher  Charles 
Harris.  I  discussed  the  review  with  Benka,  who,  after 
consulting  with  Harris,  refused  to  make  any  of  the  .revisions 
that  I  requested.  Therefore  I  am  appealing  to  you  to 
produce  a  new  review. 

The  review  was  not  conducted  -in  accord  with  American 
Institute  of  Physics  policy  or  procedures,  and  the  result  is 
not  a  fair  assessment  of  my  work  as  a  feature  articles 
editor  at  AIP's  Physics  Today  magazine.  I  am  asking  you  to 
produce  a  new  review  not  just  in  the  interest  of  accuracy, 
but  also  as  a  necessary  affirmation  that  in  the  future  the 
American  Institute  of  Physics  will  treat  its  employees 
fairly . 

The  review  lowers  my  performance  rating  from  last 
year's  "4"  ("Exceeds  Job  Requirements")  to  a  "3"  ("Meets  Job 
Requirements")  even  though  this  year  I  did  more  work  and 
more  innovative  work.  Producing  feature  articles  for  the 
monthly  magazine  is  a  team  effort,  and  I  think  that  the  many 
staff  members  with  whom  I  work  will  testify  that  my  work  is 
better  than  average. 

The  biased  review  that  I  received  is  punishment  for  my 
organizing  activity  at  the  magazine.  It  is  one  of  a  number 
of  recent  reprisals  for  --  and  moves  to  stop  --  such 
activity,  in  which  I  have  played  a  leading  role  in  the 
interest  of  both  the . magaz ine ' s  staff  and  the  physics' 
community.  The  central  retaliatory  feature  of  the  review  is 
that  it  makes  what  it  admits  are  "new  demands,"  which  amount 
to  a  sharp  increase  in  my  workload. 

I  have  had  17  performance  reviews  since  I  began  working 
at  Physics  Today  in  March  1981,  but  until  now  I  have  never 
needed  to  write  a  response  to  one.  This  time,  however,  not 
only  is  the  review  inaccurate,  but  my  supervisor,  editor 
Benka,  presented  it  to  me  with  the  attitude  that  performance 
reviews  at  AIP  are  not  done  with  employees,  but  are  done  to 
them.  This  violates  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  AIP 
policy.  He  acted  as  if  he  were  not  permitted  to  change  the 
review  in  any  significant  way,  and  so  his  discussion  of  its 
contents  was  only  pro  forma . 

In  this  memo  I  will  first  describe  some  of  the  ways  in 
which  the  review  is  inaccurate,  and  then  I  will  explain  how7 
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it  is 'a  reprisal  for  my  organizing  activity  and  part  of  a 
series  of  recent  attempts  to  stop  me  from  engaging  in  any 
further  collective  activity  at  the  magazine. 


Review  inacctirat e 

1  will  go  over  every  sentence  of  the  performance  review 
and  show  how  the  review  plays  down  or  completely  leaves  out 
my  accomplishments  while  contriving  deficiencies  and  playing 
them  up.  The  review  has  four  sections:  three  sections 
focusing  on  my  major  areas  of  work  responsibility  and  one 
section  of  additional  comments. 

Article  editing 

Concerning  my  article  editing  work,  the  review  states 
that  "Jeff's  articles  are  generally  ready  on  time  and  are 
often  early."  This  plays  down  my  accomplishments  and  does 
so  deliberately,  because  management  keeps  records  of 
deadlines  and  work-completion  dates  and  is  fully  aware  of 
what  I  have  done  in  this  regard.  The  words  "generally  ready 
on  time"  must  be  changed,  because  my  articles  were  always 
ready  on  time  and  never  delayed  an  issue  of  the  magazine. 

And  the  words  "often  early"  must  also  be  changed,  because  my 
articles  were  almost  always  early  and  were  often  very  early. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  management  can  reasonably  hold 
me  responsible  for  the  final  completion  dates  of  the 
articles  that  I  work  on.  They  cannot,  because  the 
publication  process  depends  upon  the  work  of  the  magazine's 
editor  and  many  coworkers,  over  whom  I  have  no  authority. 
What  my  review  should  note  is  that  I  always  did  my  part  as 
fast  or  faster  than  can  reasonably  be  expected,  and 
certainly  much  faster  chan  average.  At  one  point  during  the 
year,  for  example,  I  had  two  feature  articles  ready  to  go  to 
the  printer  more  than  a  month  before  the  deadline  (discussed 
further  in  the  following  two  paragraphs)  .  As  far  as  anyone 
can  remember,  this  had  never  been  accomplished  before  at 
Physics  Today.  My  articles  came  close  to  the  deadline  only 
when  the  editor  failed  to  meet  his  deadline  for  obtaining 
the  articles  and  giving  them  to  me  to  edit .  I  ask  that  you 
rewrite  this  part  of  my  performance  review  and  increase  the 
numerical  rating  to  reflect  the  resulting  more  accurate 
appraisal.  I  am  asking  you  to  do  this  not  just  to  make  my 
review  more  accurate,  but  also  to  assert  that  it  is  not  AIP 
policy  to  begrudge  an  employee  praise  when  it  is  due,  even 
if  AIP  has  a  grudge  against  that  employee. 

On  the  issue  of  deadlines,  I  would  like  AIP  to  use  its 
own  performance  as  the  standard  for  comparison.  AIP  gave  me 
my  performance  review  more  than  five  weeks  late,  missing  its 
mid-February  deadline  and  then  not  even  completing  the 
review  by  the  middle  of  the  following  month.  Benka  dated  my 
review  12  March,  signed  it  on  23  March  and  gave  it  to  me  on 
24  March. 
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One  big  reason  that  I  did  more  work  this  year  than  last 
year  was  because  management  stated  that  it  wanted  the 
magazine  to  have  a  backlog  of  feature  articles  that  were 
edited  and  completely  ready  to  be  sent  to  the  printer.  I 
supported  this  goal  and  produced  such  articles,  but  this 
unprecedented  accomplishment  is  not  mentioned  in  my 
performance  review.  Management  is  fully  aware  of  my 
accomplishment,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  they  praised 
it  at  a  staff  meeting. 

Working  way  ahead  of  the  deadline  has  the  potential 
advantage  of  avoiding  some  major  inefficiencies  (described 
in  the  following  paragraph) ,  but  doing  so  turned  out  to 
involve  extra  work,  because  although  management  asked  for 
and  praised  the  result,  they  did  not  support  the  effort 
while  it  was  underway.  It  was  left  to  me  to  bring  about  the 
changes  in  the  workplace  necessary  to  work  ahead.  The 
editor  consistently  maintained  a  crisis  mentality,  always 
giving  priority  to  work  for  the  next  issue  --  which  he 
always  worried  would  be  late  --  over  work  for  future  issues. 
Because  the  work  of  most'  employees  on  a  forthcoming  issue 
doesn' t  end  until  around  the  time  that  the  issue  goes  to 
press,  the  editor,  with  his  crisis  priorities,  never  deemed 
it  reasonable  to  work  on  later  issues.  I  was  able  to 
accomplish  management's  goal  of  completing  work  ahead  of 
schedule  only  by  working  directly  with  the  staff  team  that 
actually  does  the  work  (Rita  Wehrenberg,  editorial 
assistance;  Paul  Elliott,  copy  editing;  Elliot  Plotkin,  art. 
work;  Judy  Barker,  proof  reading;  Carol  Lucas,  photo 
permissions) ,  and  carefully  avoiding  coming  to  the  overly 
insecure  editor  with  questions  of  work  priority.  I  ask  you 
to  add  this  accomplishment  to  my  performance  review  and 
raise  the  numerical  rating  to  reflect  the  resulting  less 
biased  appraisal .  I  ask  you  to  do  this  not  only  to  make  my 
performance  review  more  accurate,  but  also  as  a  way  of 
saying  that  AIP  does  not  condone  biased  appraisals  of 
employees  . 

Another  big  reason  I  did  more  work  this  year  was  the 
inefficiency  caused  by  the  magazine's  periodic  exhaustion  of 
its  supply  of  feature  article  manuscripts  that  are  ready  to 
edit  for  publication.  It  is  Benka's  responsibility  to ^ 
obtain  articles  for  the  magazine.  The  shortage  of  articles 
resulted  in  a  very  uneven  work  flow  and  forced  me  to  edit 
some  articles  close  to  the  deadline,  which  often  meant 
editing  in  parallel  with  the  author's  making  revisions.  It 
is  easy  for  the  editor  to  say  "just  work  in  parallel,"  but 
such  work  often  necessitates  reediting  material  that  the 
author  changes  and  discarding  edited  material  that  the 
author  removes,  and  a  host  of  other  problems.  The  shortage 
of  articles  led  me  to  write  to  the  editor  in  the  middle  of 
the  year  asking  for  more  work .  (See  attached  memo  of  18 
August  1997.) 
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The  numbers  given  in  the  performance  review  are  all 
wrong.  The  review  says  that  this  year  I  "was  asked  to 
produce  16-18  articles."  In  fact,  the  agreed  upon  rate  was 
initially  16  per  year,  not  "16-18,"  the  precise  meaning  of 
which  is  not  at  all  clear  since  'there  presumably  is  no  Upper 
limit.  ‘Benka  and  I  later  in  the  year  agreed  to  reduce  the 
annual  rate  to  14  and  increase  the  amount  of  work  that  I  do 
in  areas  other  than  editing,  yet  the  number  "i4"  never 
appears  in  my  performance  review.  I  ask  you  to  correct 
this  . 


As  far  as  the  article  editing  part  of  my  job  goes,  my 
production  rate  is  supposed  to  be  measured  by  the  number  of 
articles  published  in  the  magazine  in  the  issues  March  1997 
through  February  1998,  as  is  written  at  the  top  of  the 
review  form.  During  that  year  I  edited  13  articles  (Mahan, 
Ferguson,  Crabtree,  Crowley,  North,  Parsegian/Aust in , 

Harris,  Soulen,  Libicki,  Perl,  Ross,  Riordan,  Mourou)  ,.  one 
of  which  (the  Parsegian  and  Austin  combination  article) 
should  count  as  more  than  one  because  making-  it  happen 
involved  a  lot  of  extra  work.  (More  about  that  article 
below.)  Although  this  is  less  than  the  agreed  upon  goal,  it 
should  be  deemed  acceptable  because  of  the  shortage  of 
articles  (AIP  should  not  hold  employees  responsible  for 
doing  work  that  is  not  available  to  do)  and  because  of  the 
extra  work  caused  by  that  shortage  and  by  management's  lack 
of  support  for  working  ahead.  Please  correct  the  accounting 
in  this  part  of  the  review. 

The  review7  gives  an  incorrect  reason  (a  personal 
reason)  for  the  mid-year  change  in  my  job  description.  The 
reduction  in  my  article  editing  goal  from  16  to  14,  and  the 
corresponding  increase  in  my  work  following  up  with  authors 
on  articles  that  have  been  solicited,  was  prompted  by  the 
magazine's  shortage  of  articles.  On  18  August  1997  I  gave 
Benka  a  note  (attached)  asking  for  more  articles  to  edit. 

On  19  August  1997  he  answered  with  a  very  defensive  note 
(attached)  blaming  me  in  part  for  the  magazine's  shortage  of 
articles  and  .at  the  same  time  denying  that  there  was  any 
such  shortage.  He  claimed  that  I  was  in  part  to  blame, 
because  following  up  on  solicited  articles  was  part  of  my 
job.  On  the  same  day  (19  August  1997)  Benka  secretly 
altered  my  job  description,  adding  truth  to  his  claim  that 
solicitation  follow-up  was  a  significant  part  of  my  job. 

When  I  discovered  the  change,  he  and  I  discussed  it  and  I 
agreed  to  make  solicitation  follow-up  a  bigger  part  of  my 
job.  I  asked  him  to  write  me  a  note  saying  that  my  job 
description  had  been  changed  (see  25  Amgust  1997  note  from 
Benka,  attached) . 

The  change  in  my  job  description,  while  made  official 
in 'the  middle  of  the  year,  should  be  considered  retroactive 
to  the  beginning  of  the  year,  because  the  problem  it 
addressed  was  long-standing  and  I  had  long  before  addressed 
it  on  my  own:  The  shortage  of  articles  to  edit  had  already 
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led  me  to  shift  some  of  my  work  from  editing  to  solicitation 
follow-up.  Solicitation  follow-up  is  an  area  in  which  I 
make  valuable  contributions  to  the  magazine.  This  often 
time-consuming  work  includes  giving  feedback  to  authors  and 
working  closely  with  them  to  develop  greatly  improved 
articles  for  the  magazine. 

Finally;  on  2  September  1997  I  gave  Behka  a  note 
(attached)  explaining  that  solicitation  follow-up  was  hot 
the  weak  link  in  the  magazine's  feature  article  operation. 
That  note,  the  contents  of  which  Benka  never  disputed,  is  an 
important  part  of  this  appeal  about  my  performance  review, 
and  as  such,  I  ask  you  to  read  it.  Please  remove  from  my 
performance  review  the  incorrect  reason  given  for  the  change 
in  my  job  description,  and  add  a  statement  concerning  the 
magazine's  shortage  of  articles,  because  it  played  a  crucial 
role  in  my  work  last  year. 

My  work  on  the  Parsegian/Aust in  combination  article  is 
one  of  many  examples  of  how  my  performance  review  leaves  out 
major  contributions  that  I  have  made  to  the  magazine  (while 
carefully  including  minor,  largely  contrived,  deficiencies) . 
Physics  Today  was  planning  to  publish  in  its  July  1997  issue 
a  manuscript  by  V.  Adrian  Parsegian  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  but  the  article  received  a  highly 
negative  appraisal  from  the  magazine's  external  reviewer, 
Robert  H.  Austin  of  Princeton  University.  This  caused  a 
crisis,  because  the  magazine  had  no  article  to  substitute  -- 
having  completely  run  out  of  articles  --  and  because  there 
was  no  time  for  Parsegian  to  make  the  extensive  revisions 
that  were  called  for  by  the  reviewer. 

Based  on  the  nature  of  Parsegian' s  article,  the  nature 
of  Austin's  review  and  my  confidence  in  the  critical 
abilities  of  the  magazine's  readers,  I  suggested  a  solution: 
Publish  the  article  and  the  review.  This  was  unprecedented 
at  Physics  Today,  but  the  editor  followed  my  advice,  in  part 
because  no  other  solution  was  apparent .  I  edited  the 
combination  article  and  review  and  handled  the  delicate  and 
protracted  negotiations  between  Parsegian  and  Austin,  who 
did  not  trust  each  other.  The  solution  was  innovative,  the 
result  was  outstanding  and  the  magazine  survived  a  crisis 
without  damage.  In  fact,  the  result  was  better  than  it 
would  have  been  had  there  been  no  crisis,  because  the  crisis 
allowed  the  magazine  to  break  with  tradition.  Yet  the 
managers,  who  seem  this  year  to  have  developed  photographic 
memories  for  negative  things  (real  or  contrived) ,  have 
completely  forgotten  about  my  special  contribution  to  the 
magazine  during  the  Parsegian  crisis.  I  ask  that  my  work  on 
the  Parsegian/Austin  article  be  described  on  my  annual 
review,  as  an  example  of  my  valuable  advice  and  above- 
average  work.  And  I  ask  that  my  numerical  rating  be  raised 
to  reflect  the  new,  unbiased  text. 

You  might  think  it  strange  that  even  though  the  review- 
states  that  I  edited  enough  articles  during  the  year,  it 
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lists  the  names  of  some  articles  that  i  didn '  t  edit  -- 
articles  that  were  never  assigned  to  me  and  that  I  was  not 
expected  to  edit.  That  list  appears  on  my  performance 
review  as  a  defensive  measure  by  the  editor  --  to  bolster 
his  claim  that  under  his  editorship  the  magazine  does  not 
experience  shortages  of  articles.  Soliciting  a  sufficient 
number  of  articles  for  the  magazine  is  the  editor's  job,  and 
so  the  appropriate  home  for  arguments  that  he  has  succeeded 
is  the  ''Employee's  Comments''  section  of  his  own  performance 
review.  Please  remove  the  sentence  and  its  negative 
connotation  from  my  performance  review.  (For  a  discussion 
of  how  the  list  is  not  even  what  it  claims  to  be,  see  the 
fourth  paragraph  of  my  memo  of  2  September  1997.)  Such 
lists  do  not  appear  on  the  performance  reviews  of  other 
employees.  The  performance  reviews  of  Physics  Today  news 
writers,  for  example,  do  not  contain  lists  of  the  countless 
news  stories  that  they  could  have  written  but  didn't. 

The  review  lists  three  articles  that  I  edited  (Perl, 
Crabtree/Nelson,  Mourou)  and  claims  that  the  quality  of  my 
work  varied.  In  fact,  because  of  my  own  standards  1  do  a 
quality  job  on  everything  I  do.  There  is,  of  course,  no 
objective  measure  of  the  quality  of  editorial  work. 

Articles  are  inherently  different  and  hold  a  different 
appeal  to  different  readers.  In  my  performance  review  the 
editor  implies  that  praise  from  authors  is  one  measure,  but 
he  fails  to  note  that  we  received  praise  from  the  authors  of 
all  three  articles.  Martin  Perl,  winner  of  the  1995  Nobel 
Prize  in  Physics,  wrote  to  me  and  said  "Thank  you  for 
changing  my  ugly  duckling  of  a  manuscript  into  a  beautiful 
swan.  You  have  done  a  wonderful  job."  I  have  attached  a 
copy  of  his  note  along  with  a  note  from  George  Crabtree  of 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  praising  our  efficiency, 
competence  and  high  production  standards;  Mourou  delivered 
his  praise  in  a  telephone  call. 

It  is  true  that  the  changes  that  Benka  mentions  making 
in  the  Mourou  article  were  improvements  that  other  staff 
members  or  the  author  might  not  have  made  at  one  of  the 
later  stages  in  the  processing  of  the  article.  However,  it 
is  wrong  to  use  this  as  the  sole  factor  in  judging  the 
quality  of  work  on  the  entire  article,  which  would  have  been 
excellent  even  without  Benka ' s  improvements.  And  it  is  even 
more  wrong  to  use  it  to  judge  an  employee's  entire  year  of' 
work.  Stephen  Benka  knows  this.  He  knows,  for  example, 
that  AIP  management  will  not  judge  all  of  his  excellent  work 
on  the  Mourou  article  solely  by  the  fact  that  he  tried  to 
introduce  a  mistake  in  the  article's  opening  paragraph  -- 
where  he  crossed  out  "30  angstroms"  and  wrote  in  "300  nm" 
and  had  to  be  corrected  by  the  Article  Editor.  And  he  knows 
that  his  supervisors  certainly  will  not  judge  his  entire 
year  of  work  in  part  by  this  mistake.  He  would  see 
mentioning  it  on  his  annual  performance  review  as  petty, 
mean-spirited  and  sure  to  make  team  work  impossible  because 
it  would  give  the  impression  that  no  error  is  too  small  for 
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the  people  that  he  works  with  to  silently  note  and  Use 
against,  him  months  later.  Please  remove  from  my  performance 
review  the  entire  subjective  sentence  about  the  three 
articles . 

Solicitation  follow-up) 

Concerning  my  solicitation  follow-up  work,  the 
performance  review  understates  the  quality  of  my  wotk  and 
rates  me  only  slightly  above  average.  The  only  activity 
mentioned  is  that  I  "regularly  nudged  authors  and  reviewers 
whose  items  were  pending."  This  is  actually  the  smallest 
part  of  solicitation  follow-up  work.  The  biggest  part,  at 
least  for  the  articles  that  I  work  on,  is  giving  detailed 
feedback  to  the  author  and  working  with  the  author  to 
develop  a  much  better  article.  I  often  go  way  beyond  the 
call  of  duty,  taking  extra  time  to  work  closely  with  authors 
to  improve  the  final  result..  I  am  prepared  to  supply 
written  evidence  showing  that  my  work  in  this  area  is 
exemplary.  Please  change  the  review  so  that  it  more 
accurately  portrays  my  work  in  this  area,  and  raise  the 
numerical  rating  from  the  present  stingy  "3.5." 

Advice 

Concerning  the  advice  that  I  offer  on  editorial  and 
other  matters,  my  supervisors  have  suddenly  (that  is,  within 
this  review  period)  started  looking  for  ways  to  prove  that 
the  advice  I  offer  is  bad.  Coming  up  empty-handed,  they 
have  contrived  two  examples,  one  of  which  is  a  new,  negative 
interpretation  of  advice  I  gave  in  an  earlier  review  period. 
My  1998  performance  review  says,  "Jeff's  reviews  of 
manuscripts  have  been  completed  more  promptly  than  in  the 
past,  although  they  were  somewhat  less  helpful."  It  is 
simply  not  true  that  my  advice  was  less  helpful  this  year. 

My  comments  on  manuscripts  often  went  beyond  the  minimum 
requirements  and  spelled,  out  in  detail  what  should  be  done 
to  produce  a  publishable  article. 

As  evidence  that  my  advice  is  less  helpful,  the 
performance  review  gives  only  the  following  example,  which 
is  presumably  my  most  deficient  piece  of  work  in  this  area 
for  the  entire  year:  "In  his  review  of  one  Letter  to  the 
Editor,  for  example,  he  showed  questionable  judgement  in  his 
assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of  the  authors  of  the 
Hubble  Deep  Field  article  ( April  7 9 7 ) . "  There  is  absolutely 
no  truth  to  this  charge;  its  only  value  is  that  it  reveals 
the  bias  of  those  who  made  it .  I  demand  that  my  work  on 
this  letter  be  evaluated  by  an  unbiased  individual.  James 
Stith,  I  would  like  you  to  be  that  individual,  not  because 
it  is  your  job  to  handle  appeals  from  Physics  Today,  but 
because  your  long-standing  interest  and  expertise  in  physics 
education  qualifies  you  to  evaluate  my  work  on  this  letter. 
All  work  on  the  letter  was  done  in  writing,  and  so  you  have 
a  100%  complete  record  to  review  (attached) .  I  challenge 
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you  to-  find  anything  in  my  work  on  the  letter  for  which  I 
should  be  punished. 

Here  is  a  five-step  summary  of  the  facts  of  the  case: 

1.  1  edited  ah  article  by  Henry  Ferguson  and  two  coauthors 
for  the  April  1331  issue  of  Physics  Today. 

2.  Robert  Weinstock,  an  emeritus  professor  of  physics  at 
Oberlin  College,  submitted  a  letter  to  the  editor  saying 
that  he  didn't  understand  how  astronomers  could  look  back 
more  than  half  the  age  of  the  universe,  as  a  photo  caption 
in  the  article  said.  "This  claim  seems  strange  to  me," 
wrote  Weinstock,  "for  radiation  emitted  so  long  ago  must 
have  had  its  source  so  close  to  Earth  at  the  moment  of 
emission  --  according  to  the  generally  assumed  big-bang 
origin  of  the  currently  expanding  universe  --  that  it  would 
have  reached  Earth  [long  ago] . "  He  ended  his  letter  by 
saying  that  "If  there  is  something  wrong  with  my  analysis,  I 
shall  be  grateful  to  have  it  explained  to  me." 

3 .  I  thought  Weinstock  asked  an  intriguing  question  and 

that  many  of  our  readers  would  also  be  grateful  for  an 
explanation  (and  would  value  a  magazine  that  gave  them  such 
explanations) .  Here,  in  its  entirety,  is  my  review  of  the 
letter:  "I  think  a  lot  of  our  readers  would  appreciate  an 

answer  to  the  question  that  Weinstock  raises .  I  suggest 
that  we  publish  a  shortened  letter  (see  enclosed  edited 
version)  along  with  an  answer  from  Ferguson."  (The 
parenthetical  words  were  part  of  my  review.) 

4:  To  my  disappointment,  the  response  from  Ferguson  and  his 

coauthors  was  based  completely  on  equations,  with  no 
explanation  of  what  was  going  on.  I  wanted  a  physical 
explanation,  not  a  mathematical  one.  So  I  recommended  that 
we  ask  Ferguson  &  Co.  for  something  very  simple.  Of  course, 
as  good  science  writers  and  teachers  know,  an  explanation 
that  is  simple  and  without  equations  is  sometimes  much  more 
difficult  to  produce.  Sometimes  when  scientists  don't  have 
a  Feynman-style  intuitive  understanding  of  a  particular 
issue,  they  take  refuge  in  equations.  That  is,  sometimes 
authors  don' t  understand  the  physics  of  every  item  that  they 
report  in  their  articles.  I  have  encountered  this  countless 
times  over  the  years  while  questioning  authors  so  that  I 
could  clarify  something  in  their  articles.  Sometimes  they 
say:  I  don't  know,  my  coauthor  wrote  that  part  of  the 
article.  Or  they  say:  I  don't  know,  I  got  that  from  So  and 
So's  paper  in  such  and  such  journal.  So  in  my  review  of 
Ferguson's  letter  I  warned  that  this  was  one  possible  reason 
why  we  got  only  equations.  I  figured  that  if  we  were  aware 
of  this  possibility,  then  we  wouldn' t  go  back  to  the  authors 
again  and  again  in  a  futile  effort  to  get  something  that 
they  were  not  prepared  to  supply.  Here,  in  its  entirety,  is 
my  review  of  Ferguson's  letter*.  "Weinstock' s  question 
should  get  a  physical  explanation  as  an  answer,  not  a 
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mathematical  one  like  this.  I  say  drop  the  mathematical 
one,  .don't  just  add  the  physical  one  to  it.  Perhaps  ask 
Ferguson  &  Co.  to  write  what  they  would  say  to  a  high-school 
student  (or  radio  audience)  who  noticed  this  seeming 
contradict  ion .  One  possible  reason  that  Fergie  Co. 
answered  as  they  did  is  that  they  doh'b  really  understand 
the  physics  .  " 

5.  Benka  rejected  my  suggestion  that  we  ask  Ferguson  for  a 
simple  answer,  and,  ironically,  punished  me  seven  months 
later  for  not  being  fully  confident  that  Ferguson  could  have 
provided  such  an  answer.  Because  my  advice  was  rejected, 
Physics  Today  readers  ended  up  seeing  no  question  from 
Weinstock  and  no  answer  from  Ferguson. 

You  can  see  clearly  now  that  while  my  performance 
review  says,  "he  showed  questionable  judgement  in  his 
assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of  the  authors,"  I  in 
fact  never  made  any  assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of 
the  authors,  positive  or  negative.  Even  if  I  had  made  such 
an  assessment,  the  Physics  Today  managers  did  not  and  cannot 
accurately  claim  that  the  advice  it  led  me  to  give  was 
anything  less  than  excellent.  Their  relentless  search  to 
find  fault  with  my  work,  and  their  twisted  and  biased 
evaluations  of  my  work  when  it  contains  no  real  fault,  raise 
serious  questions  about  their  professionalism  as  managers 
and  certainly  disqualify  them  from  judging  my  performance. 

If  you  judge  that  I  did  good  work  on  the  letter,  as  I  claim, 
then  I  ask  that  my  performance  review  mention  that  work  as 
an 'example  of  my  routine  interest  in  serving  the  magazine's 
readers,  and  that  the  numerical  rating  on  my  review  be 
raised  to  reflect  the  new,  unbiased  assessment.  I  ask  AIP 
to  make  these  adjustments  not  just  to  make  my  performance 
review  more  accurate,  but  more  importantly  as  an  urgently 
needed  announcement  that  AIP  will  no  longer  use  performance 
reviews  to  punish  employees  who  raise  troubling  workplace 
issues . 

As  with  every  other  part  of  my  performance  review, 

Benka  refused  to  make  any  changes  in  this  part  of  the  review 
when  I  pointed  out  its  inaccuracy.  I  asked  him  if  he  had 
any  other  examples  of  my  supposedly  bad  judgment.  All  he 
could  think  of  was  something  from  an  earlier  review  period: 
my  suggestion  that  Physics  Today  try  to  get  G.  Pascal 
Zachary  to  write  an  article  about  Vannevar  Bush.  Zachary  is 
a  journalist  --  one  of  the  best  in  the  country,  I  think  -- 
as  well  as  a  history  of  science  scholar.  I  had  learned  that 
he  was  writing  the  first  ever  biography  of  Bush,  who  was  the 
first  presidential  science  advisor  and  an  individual  who 
played  a  key  role  in  shaping  the  federal  science  policy  that 
prevailed  for  decades  after  World  War  II.  After  I  proposed 
this  article  at  a  staff  meeting,  Physics  Today  publisher 
Charles  Harris  spoke  about  it  with  AIP  history  division 
postdoc  Joel  Genuth,  a  friend  of  Harris's  at  the  time.  I 
spoke  with  Genuth,  too.  Genuth  advised  against  the  article, 
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because  Zachary  was  not  a  mainstream  thinker  --  quickly 
adding  that  he  (Genuth)  was  "no  slouch"  and  could  write  the 
article  for  Physics  Today.  At  a  subsequent  staff  meeting,  I 
reported  positive  evaluations  of  my  proposal  from  more 
established  science  historians  and  argued  that  our  readers 
could  handle  Zachary's  point  of  view.  -  But  Harris  stuck  with 
Genuth' s  review,  and  so  that  was  the  end  of  my  proposal. 

Now,  more  than  a  year  later,  during  the  discussion  of 
my  1998  annual  review,  Benka  has  put  a  new,  totally  negative 
spin  on  my  work  on  the  Zachary  proposal.  To  my  surprise, 
when  he  mentioned  my  judgment  in  the  Zachary  case,  Benka 
showed  no  sign  of  embarrassment,  apparently  completely 
unaware  that  Zachary's  book  was  recently  published  to 
widespread  praise  and  attention.  The  vast  majority  of  books 
are  not  reviewed  anywhere,  but  Zachary's  Endless  Frontier: 
Vannevar  Bush,  Engineer  of  the  American  Century  (The  Free 
Press,  1997)  was  both  widely  and  positively  reviewed  by 
wel 1  -  respected  experts  writing  in  major  publications. 

(Please  read  the  attached  reviews.)  Apparently,  the 
official  Physics  Today  line  now  is  that  Zachary  managed  to 
hoodwink  major  American  publications  and  experts  --  but  not 
Physics  Today.  Again,  because  my  advice  was  not  followed, 
Physics  Today  readers  missed  out  on  what  surely  would  have 
been  an  interesting  article.  Yet  I  am  the  one  whose 
judgment  is  being  questioned  --  for  reasons  that  I  will 
explain  below. 

I  ask  that  my  performance  review  be  corrected  so  that 
my  judgment,  and  its  value  to  the  magazine,  is  discussed 
positively  rather  than  negatively.  I  would  like  my  work  on 
the  Zachary  proposal  to  be  mentioned  as  an  example  of  the 
fact  that  I  offer  ideas  of  merit  even  though  I  am  not 
expected  to  be  a  major  source  of  article  or  story  ideas.  I 
ask  that  the  numerical  rating  be  raised  to  reflect  the  new 
positive  evaluation,  and  that  the  rating  be  above  average  to 
reflect  the  fact  that  I  offer  more  than  the  required  advice. 

I  request  that  AIP  make  this  change  not  just  to  make  my 
performance  review  more  honest,  but  more  importantly  as  an 
implied  announcement  that  AIP  will  no  longer  prejudice 
performance  reviews  against  employees  who  raise  awkward 
workplace  issues. 

Additional  comments 

In  the  handbook  that  is  given  to  all  employees,  the 
American  Institute  of  Physics  promises  that  the  annual 
performance  review  will  feature  a  discussion  of  "mutual 
goals."  (Employee  Handbook,  page  18.)  Without  explanation, 
this  year  Benka  followed  neither  the  letter  nor  the  spirit 
of  this  policy,  and  didn't  even  pretend  to  be  interested  in 
what  direction  I  might  want  to  go  in  my  work  at  AIP.  The 
discussion  was  unlike  anything  I  have  experienced  in 
previous  years.  He  simply  announced  a  big  change  in  my  job 
description  --an  increase  in  my  workload  by  as  much  as 
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three  months'  worth  of  work  per  year  --  and  discussed  it  as 
if  he.  were  giving  orders  to  a  machine.  Over  the  years  my 
job  description  has  changed  many  times  (the  most  recent 
change  being  on  25  August  1997),  but  never  by  unilateral 
management  dictate,  without  discussion  and  mutual  agreement. 
For  reasons  that  I  wiii  explain  below,,  i  think  this  change, 
-and  its  unilateral  imposition  in  violation  of  American 
Institute  of  Physics  policy  and  usual  practice,  is  punitive. 

The  written  review  accurately  calls  the  change  "new 
demands."  But  it  inaccurately  implies  that  other  Physics 
Today  staff  members  are  meeting  such  new  demands.  My 
coworkers  have  experienced  no  such  major  increases  in  their 
workloads  either  voluntarily  or  by  management  order  (except 
in  one  or  two  cases  in  which  individuals  have  voluntarily 
renegotiated  their  job  descriptions,  job  titles  and 
salaries) .  My  coworkers  and  I  work  hard  and  cannot 
reasonably  be  expected  to  take  on  additional  work.  Among  my 
coworkers  who  have  not  stepped  up  their  workloads  are  Gloria 
Lubkin,  Barbara  Levi,  Bert  Schwarzschild ,  Charles  Day,  Irwin 
Goodwin,  Carol  Lucas,  Toni  Feder,  Jean  Kumagai  and  Warren 
Kornberg . 

The  25  August  1997  agreed-upon  change  in  my  job 
description  reduced  my  article  editing  work  to  70%  of  my 
time  (14  articles  per  year)  so  that  I  could  increase  my  work 
in  other  areas,  which  I  have  done.  Now,  just  a  few  months 
later,  AIP  is  using  my  performance  review  to  arbitrarily 
increase  my  annual  article  editing  load  to  18  --  a  28 
percent  jump.  The  performance  review  also  changes  my  job 
description  to  add  a  significant  load  of  clerical  work 
(keyboarding)  to  my  job  for  the  first  time  in  my  17  years  at 
the  magazine.  Other  editors  who  work  better  on  paper  (for 
example,  the  book  review  editor  and  the  copy  editor)  are  not 
being  told  to  change  the  way  they  work  or  to  take  on  the 
associated  clerical  work.  This  clerical  work,  which 
includes  keyboarding  the  dozens  of  changes  made  by  the  copy 
editor,  could  take  as  much  as  a  few  days  per  month, 
depending  upon  the  article.  It  would  lower  the  overall 
efficiency  of  work  at  the  magazine,  because  the  time  spent 
on  clerical  work  would,  of  course,  reduce  the  time  available 
to  do  other  work  such  as  article  editing  and  article 
solicitation;  instead  of  paying  $15/hour  for  clerical  work, 
AIP  would  pay  $30/hour.  Like  many  people,  I  do  better  work 
on  paper  than  on  a  computer  screen  (and  a  long-standing  back 
problem  precludes  long  sessions  sitting  in  front  of  the 
screen  anyway)  -  I  ask  that  support  staff  be  made  available 
once  again.  Even  if  management  had  a  valid  reason  for 
adding  clerical  work  to  my  job,  that  reason  cannot  be  a  new 
one.  What  is.  new  is  that,  for  reasons  discussed  below , 
management  has  suddenly  gotten  "on  my  case"  and  is  taking  a 
hard-line  on  every  issue. 

In  Benka ' s  pro  forma  discussion  with  me  about  my 
performance  review,  he  never  asked  about  the  direction  in 
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which  I  would  like  to  go  on  the  job.  If  I  were  able  to  take 
on  additional  work,  I  would  like  that  additional  work  to  be 
somewhat  different  from  what  I  am  doing  now,  to  provide  some 
variety  and  to  contribute  to  the  magazine  in  a  different 
way.  When  I  explained  this  to  Benka,  he  acted  uninterested 
and  reasserted  his  uninspiring,  unilaterally  developed  plan 
for  ime,  which  is  to  do  the  same  work,  oiily  a  lot  more  of  it. 


Reprisal  and  repression 

The  American  Institute  of  Physics  is  making  a  strong 
effort  to  prevent  Physics  Today  staff  members  from,  pursuing 
workplace  grievances  in  an  organized  way.  Problems  are  to 
be  discussed  with  managers  on  an  individual  basis  only,  we 
have  been  told.  (Message  transmitted  to  staff  through 
warnings  to  Graham  Collins  and  in  other  ways.) 

Physics  Today  staff  members  have  many  legitimate 
concerns.  Many  believe,  for  example,  that  the  company  fails 
to  provide  conditions  of  employment  appropriate  for 
professionals.  According  to  my  philosophy,  if  there  is  a 
problem,  then  everyone  who  is  in  a  position  to  address  it 
has  a  moral  obligation  to  do  so.  Thus,  problems  at  the 
magazine  are  everyone's  business  --  the  business  at  least  of 
everyone  who  works  there.  Even  though  management  doesn't 
see  it  that  way,  I  have  always  tried  to  do  whatever  I  could 
to  help  solve  problems  that  arise,  whether  or  not  they 
affect  me  directly.  You,  too,  are  in  a  position  to  do 
something  about  the  problems  at  the  magazine,  and  therefore 
I  think  you  have  an  obligation  to  do  so,  for  the  sake  of 
both  the  magazine's  staff  and  the  physics  community. 

During  the  discussion  of  my  performance  review,  Physics 
Today  editor  Stephen  Benka  condemned  my  organizing 
activities  at  the  magazine  and  said  bluntly  that  such 
activity  "is  not  going  to  be  tolerated  anymore . "  He 
characterized  the  staff  actions  in  which  I  have  played  a 
leading  role  as  nothing  more  than  "disruptive,"  rejecting  my 
view  that  the  source  of  the  problem  is  management's  failure 
to  address  staff  grievances.  A  workplace  in  which  unity  is 
discouraged,  as  it  is  now  at  the  magazine,  is  disruptive. 

The  low  morale,  the  inability  to  confront  problems,  the  loss 
of  talented  and  dedicated  staff  due  to  a  love - it -or- leave - it 
atmosphere  --  these  consequences  of  management  policy  are 
disruptive  and  wasteful . 

Physics  Today  publisher  Charles  Harris  has  made  it 
clear  to  me  and  to  many  staff  members  (names  withheld)  that 
our  activities  have  infuriated  him.  And  American  Institute 
of  Physics  Executive  Director/CEO  Marc  Brodsky  has 
characterized  some  of  my  activities,  presumably  reported  to 
him  by  Harris,  as  "counterproductive"  (20  March  1998) .  It 
is  clear  that  Benka' s  hard-line  attitude  toward  me  is  an 
attempt  to  redress  Harris's  and  Brodsky's  grievances  with 
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the  staff  --  in  particular,  with  those  staff  members  whom 
Harris  has  identified  as  ringleaders.  (Harris's  ringleader 
theory  insults  the  staff,  because  it  implies  that  staff 
grievances  arise  not  because  of  real  problems  in  the 
workplace,  blit  because  ail  evil  few  have  corrupted  the  minds 
of  happy  but  gullible  staff  members  and  led  them  astray  iike 
children . ) 

In  this  memo  I  will  be  open  about  my  organizing 
activities  at  Physics  Today,  because  the  problems  at-  the 
magazine  call  for  an  organized  response  and  because  the 
physics  community  strongly  supports  physicists'  right  to 
organize  without  fear  of  reprisal.  The  latter  point  is 
evidenced,  for  example,  in  the  community's  many  years  of 
support  for  Soviet  physicists  who  were  punished  for 
organizing,  and  in  its  concern  today  for  physicists  in  other 
countries  who  face  similar  repression.  In  any  case,  freedom 
to  address  workplace  problems  is  a  necessary  component  of  a 
truly  democratic  society. 

Management  is  attempting  in  two  ways  to  prevent  the 
Physics  Today  staff  from  pursuing  collective  grievances - 
by  punishing  those  who  speak  out  the  most  and  by  maintaining 
an  increasingly  repressive  workplace  atmosphere.  My  lower 
performance  rating  and  subjection  to  an  arbitrarily  revised 
job  description  that  makes  "new  demands"  are  punishments  for 
taking  up  staff  grievances.  What  follows  is  a  discussion  of 
a  few  of  the  collective  staff  activities  in  which  I  played  a 
leading  role  and  for  which  management  criticizes  me. 

Included  is  a  discussion  of  some  of  the  repressive  measures 
that  management  has  taken  in  response  to  those  activities. 
The  discussion  should  make  it  clear  that  my  review  is  only 
one  part  of  a  series  of  recent  attempts  to  stop  me  from 
promoting  or  engaging  in  any  concerted  staff  activity. 

1996  retreat 

During  the  discussion  of  my  performance  review,  Benka 
criticized  me  for  my  activities  around  the  19-20  November 
1996  Physics  Today  retreat.  Before  that  two-day  meeting,  I 
and  some  coworkers  (names  withheld)  developed  and 
distributed  to  the  entire  staff  a  list  of  changes  that  we 
wanted  made  at  the  workplace.  We  presented  these  requests 
in  the  form  of  a  proposed  agenda  for  the  retreat .  Fearing 
reprisals  for  making  requests  that  might  not  please 
management,  we  did  not  disclose  our  names.  However,  the 
fact  that  I  played  a  leading  role  was  known  to  all.  Job 
security  was  our  highest:  priority,  and  so  our  demand  for 
that  topped  our  list.  (See  item  1  in  attached  document  of 
15  November  1996.)  Other  requests  included  staff 
involvement  in  workplace  dispute  resolution  (item  4),  better 
distribution  of  job  tasks  (item  5),  affirmative  action  in 
hiring  (item  8),  and  conditions  of  employment  appropriate 
for  professionals  (the  other  items) . 
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Salary  equity 

I  worked  with  other  staff  members  to  demand  pay  equity 
at  Physics  Today.  On  behalf  of  those  of  us  who  were  pushing 
for  this,  I  told  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  at 
their  4  October  1996  meeting  that  the  large  salary 
differentials  among  the  staff  were  not  only  unfair,  but  also 
divisive  and  bad  for  morale  and  productivity.  I  raised  the 
issue  at  various  staff  meetings  as  well.  Management  was  not 
pleased  by  the  pressure  we  applied,  in  part  because  it 
forced  them  to  give  a  staff  member  (name  withheld)  a  special 
25%  salary  increase,  beginning  on  1  June  1997. 

Affirmative  action 

Management's  anger  at  me  increased  dramatically,  and 
never  subsided,  when  I  worked  with  Jean  Kumagai  and  other 
staff  members  (names  withheld)  to  assert  the  need  for  equal 
opportunity  and  .affirmative  action  in  hiring  at  Physics 
Today.  We  raised  the  issue  when  Ray  Ladbury  left  the 
magazine,  creating  an  opening  on  the  editorial  staff.  (His 
replacement,  Charles  Day,  started  work  on  2  June  1997.)  I 
spoke  out  strongly  on  the  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative 
action  issue,  because  Jean  and  I  and  the  others  didn't  think 
Physics  Today  or  AIP  management  took  it  seriously.  Our 
concerns  were  largely  ignored,  and  so,  later  in  the  year,  we 
decided  to  bring  the  problem  to  the  attention  of  .the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee  at  its  annual  meeting,  held  17 
October  1997 .  On  behalf  of  the  concerned  staff  members 
(names  withheld),  I  brought  the  matter  to  the  committee's 
attention . 

One  week  later,  on  24  October  1997,  American  Institute 
of  Physics  Executive  Director/CEO  Marc  Brodsky  called  me  and 
said  that  I  had  made  "a  very,  very  serious  charge." 

(Detailed  notes  available.)  He  directed  me  to  meet  with  him 
and  defend  my  charge,  and  I  did  so  on  5  November  1997.  At 
that  meeting  I  gave  Brodsky  a  note  summarizing  the  important 
points.  Rather  than  repeat  those  points  here,  I  am 
attaching  a  copy  of  the  note.  (See  note  of  5  November 
1997.)  That  note  is  an  important  part  of  this  appeal  about 
my  performance  review,  and  so  I  ask  that  you  read  it. 

At  my  meeting  with  Brodsky  I  also  pointed  out  that  AIP 
had  failed  to  conduct  the  affirmative  action  training  that 
it  promised  to  conduct  in  its  284-page  "1996  Affirmative 
Action  Program  for  American  Institute  of  Physics."  (See 
attached  excerpts.)  Among  the  many  promises  that  AIP  makes 
in  that  1996  document  is  that  "During  the  current  plan  year 
we  will  be  conducting  training  for  all  employees  about  our 
affirmative  action  program  and  equal  employment  opportunity 
in  the  workplace."  I  pointed  out  to  Brodsky  that  AIP  did 
not  conduct  the  promised  training.  He  countered  by  saying 
that  he  was  pretty  sure  that  he  mentioned  affirmative  action 
either  at  the  one-hour  question- and- answer  session  that  he 
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held  on  20  June  1996  or  at  the  Q&A  meeting  that  he  conducted 
for  employees  at  AIP's  facility  in  Woodbury,  New  York.  (I 
recall  no  such  mention  at  the  20  June  1996  College  Park 
meeting.)  He  indicated  that  this  mention  was  the  promised 
affirmative  action  "training." 

Brodsky  said  he  would  look  into  affirmative  action  at 
Physics  Today  and  tell  me  what  he  found.  After  a  4.5-month 
investigation,  he  met  with  me  on  20  March  1998  and  reported 
that  he  found  that  Physics  Today's  affirmative  action 
program  was  doing  very  well.  He  said  he  judges  the  program 
by  its  results.  (This  was  mysterious,  because  as  of  20 
March  1998,  the  Physics  Today  staff  in  the  College  Park 
office  was  all  white;  out  of  a  staff  of  18,  the  magazine  had 
only  one  minority  employee,  working  from  New  York.)  I  asked 
again  about  the  promised  affirmative  action  training.  This 
time  he  said  he  was  sure  that  he  had  mentioned  affirmative 
action  at  both  1996  Q&A  meetings,  and  he  again  indicated  . 
that  such  mention  was  the  promised  affirmative  action 
training.  After  extensive  questioning,  he  said  that  such 
mention  was  "part  of"  the  promised  training.  I  asked  him 
when  the  rest  of  the  training  would  be  done,  and  he  promised 
to  look  into  that.  In  the  end,  I  told  Brodsky  that  we  still 
believe  our  concerns  to  be  well  founded  and  that  we  are 
disappointed  with  his  response.  Apparently  in  Brodsky's 
view,  however,  the  upshot  of  what  happened  is  that  I  leveled 
serious,  totally  unfounded  charges  at  AIP,  and  he  is  not 
happy  about  that . 

1997  retreat 

Management's  anger  at  me  increased  yet  again  (and  has 
not  decreased  since)  when  I  helped  raise  staff  concerns 
before  and  during  the  25  September  1997  one-day  Physics 
Today  retreat.  Before  that  meeting,  I  played  a  leading  role 
in  producing  a  list  of  proposed  agenda  items  that 
represented  a  few  of  the  many  staff  concerns.  A  majority  of 
the  staff  supported  it,  and  half  of  the  staff  signed  it. 

(See  attached  e-mail  message  of  18  September  1997.)  The  top 
item  on  that  list  was  a  request  for  greater  staff 
participation  in  decision  making.  The  days  leading  up  to 
the  meeting  saw  much  debate  between  management  and  many 
staff  members  over  the  meeting  agenda,  which  management  was 
formulating:  Harris  became  upset  that  the  staff  wasn't 

embracing  his  agenda,  and  he  began  treating  me  and  my 
coworker  Graham  Collins  as  ringleaders  on  the  staff  side, 
apparently  becoming  permanently  angry  at  us. 

At  the  retreat  itself  I  asked  if  staff  members  could 
ask  questions.  Harris  said  no.  I  then  said  that  I  thought 
that  we  should  be  allowed  to  ask  questions.  Harris  angrily 
said  "No,  That's  an  order!"  Some  days  after  the  meeting  he 
explained  that  he.  thought  my  request  for  the  right  to  ask 
Questions  was  another  attempt  to  promote  the  staff  agenda. 

At  the  retreat  and  in  subsequent  weeks,  a  number  of  brave 
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coworkers  openly  criticized  Harris  for  the  way  in  which  he 
shut  me  up . 


Gag  order 

After  the  retreat  Harris  put  a  gag  order  on  me,  handing 
me  a  written  "notice'1  that  implied  that  I  would  be  fired  the 
next  time  I  said  anything  that  Harris  considered  to  be 
"counterproductive."  (Document  dated  26  September  1997 
withheld.)  This  outraged  many  of  my  coworkers,  who  saw  my 
forced  silence  as  against  their  interest.  They  openly 
criticized  the  gag  order,  forcing  Harris  to  rescind  it. 
(Electronic  mail  message  of  2  December  1997  withheld.)  He 
did  so  reluctantly  and  without  any  decrease  in  his  anger 
toward  me . 

Appeal  to  advisory  committee 

The  gag  order  was  just  one  of  many  management  actions 
that  strongly  discouraged  staff  members  from  raising 
grievances  of  any  sort.  In  an  effort  to  get  this  chill 
lifted,  a  number  of  staff  members  (names  withheld)  decided 
to  appeal  to. the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  at  its 
annual  meeting  on  17  October  1997.  We  made  our  appeal  to 
the  committee,  which  reports  to  AIP's  top  management,  in 
writing  (memo  of  17  October  1997  withheld)  and  in  individual 
oral  presentations.  Our  written  note  was  titled,  "Freer 
Atmosphere  Needed,  at  Physics  Today"  and  began,  "At  Physics 
Today  there  is  an  increasingly  repressive  atmosphere  that 
discourages  staff  initiatives. ..."  The  memo  described  how 
Physics  Today  staff  member  Graham  Collins  had  also  been 
warned  about  speaking  up  about  workplace  problems.  It 
contained  the  following  paragraph:  "Both  Jeff  and  Graham 

have  been  outspoken  about  problems  that  many  of  us  see  at 
the  magazine.  We  feel  that  the  lecture  to  Graham  and  the 
written  notice  to  Jeff  both  contribute  to  a  repressive 
atmosphere  at  the  magazine  and  restrict  all  of  us.  We  hope 
the  advisory  committee  will  do  whatever  it  can  to  get  these 
warnings  retracted,  and  to  remind  the  PT  managers  that 
repression  is  counterproductive.  Such  steps  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  diminishing  the  fear  that  staff  members  now 
associate  with  trying  to  openly  address  problems  at  the 
magazine . " 

Harris  has  harshly  criticized  me  for  my  leading  role  in 
the  presentations  to  the  advisory  committee,  telling  me  and 
others  (names  withheld)  incorrectly  that  I  tried  to  get  him 
fired.  He  sees  this  as  an  unforgivable  offense  that 
obligates  him  as  a  matter  of  manly  honor  to  fire  me  or 
eventually  drive  me  out  and  that  gives  him  the  moral  right 
to  do  so  by  any  means .  Those  means  include  steps  that 
appear  honest  to  outsiders  but  are  not  --  such  as  the 
present  performance  review,  which  imposes  an  unattainable 
goal  that  can  be  used  against  me  a  year  from  now  when  it  has 
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not  been  met.  When  t  explained  to  Harris  that  neither  I  nor 
the  other  staff  members  involved  tried  to  get  him  fired  or 
even  wanted  that  to  happen,  he  replied  that  I  was  either 
naive  or  lying.  (I  still  do  not  want  him  fired,  but  I  can 
no  longer  speak  for  others  on  this  point.  Respect  and 
support  for  Harris  by  other  staff  members,  including  some 
riot  involved  in  our  collective  activities,  have  deteriorated 
sharply . ) 

Ban  oii  my  private  conversations 

In  pursuit  of  his  agenda,  Harris  has  evidently  given 
Benka  license  to  go  after  me  and  other  perceived  management 
enemies  on  the  staff.  I  will  briefly  describe  here  a  recent 
example.  (A  more  detailed  account  is  available.)  At  about 
6  pm  on  Wednesday  28  January  1998,  I  was  in  my  office 
talking  to  my  coworker  Toni  Feder  on  the  telephone  when  ■ 
Benka  opened  the  door  and  asked  rudely  and  sarcastically  if 
I  was  talking  to  one  of  our  authors.  I  said,  "No,  I'm 
talking  to  a  coworker,  Toni."  He  acted  as  if  he  already 
knew  that.  He  stepped  further  into  my  office  and  said  that 
he  wanted  in  on  our  conversat ion .  This  was  unprecedented 
and  frightful .  I  switched  Toni  to  the  speakerphone  and  told 
her  that  Stephen  Benka  was  here  and  wanted  to  be  in  on  our 
conversation.  She  sounded  equally  shocked.  Benka  suggested 
that  she  walk  over  from  her  office  to  mine,  and  she  said  OK. 
I  then  walked  out  of  my  office  and  into  the  open  area  of 
desks  just  outside,  and  Benka  followed.  I  did  this  to  make 
room  for  Toni  and  to  get  some  physical  distance  between 
myself  and  my  supervisor,  who  was  clearly  behaving  very 
strangely . 

After  Toni  arrived,  Benka  asked  us  what  we  had  been 
talking  about  on  the  telephone.  I  thought  his  question  was 
way  out  of  line,  but  I  answered  it  anyway:  We  had  been 
discussing  the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics 
Today.  But  after  giving  that  short  answer,  I  said  that  the 
important  question  is  why  he  was  trying  to  barge  in  on  our 
conversation . 

He  answered  by  announcing  that  Physics  Today  management 
is  forbidding  all  private  conversations  between  staff 
members  at  work.  From  now  on,  all  conversations  between 
staff  members  must  be  open  to  management  supervision,  he 
said.  When  I  asked  him  why,  he  referred  to  the  organizing 
activity  that  took  place  last  year  and  said  that  he  doesn't 
want  that  to  happen  again.  This  smelled  like  a  retaliatory 
and  repressive  policy  aimed  primarily  at  me,  and  so  I  asked 
him  whether  or  not  it  applies  to  everyone.  He  said  it  does.. 
I  didn't  believe  him  (but  I  didn't  say  that  I  didn't  believe 
him) ,  and  so  I  pressed  him  three  or  four  times  to  say 
whether  or  not  he  was  going  to  announce  the  new  policy  to 
the  rest  of  the  staff.  His  final  statement  was  that  he 
knows  that  I  want  to  know  that . 


S  000540 


18 


The  policy  was  never  formally  imposed  on  the  rest  of 
the  staff,  of  course.  But  news  of  management's  anger  at 
private  conversations  spread  quickly  throughout  the  staff 
(yes,  by  way  of  private  conversations) .  Even  though  the 
totalitarian  policy  officially  applies  only  to  me  and  Toni, 
it  has  put  a  chill  on  everyone's  expression  and  has 
contributed  to  the  repressive  atmosphere  at  Physics  Today. 

Physics  Today  loses  Graham  Colliiis 

In  this  memo  I  have  for  obvious  reasons  focused  on  my 
own  case.  But  I  don't  want  to  leave  the  impression  that 
management  is  critical  only  of  me.  In  fact,  they  target  any 
employee  who  speaks  out  about  workplace  problems .  My  most 
outspoken  coworker,  Graham  Collins,  was  also  the  subject  of 
a  gag  order  and  other  reprimands  for  saying  what  many  on  the 
staff  were  thinking  but  were  afraid  to  say.  (Graham's  gag 
order  and  mine  were  lifted  at  the  same  time.)  .1  won't 
explain  here  how  management  irresponsibly  made  leaving  the 
magazine  Graham's  best  option.  The  details  are  available 
elsewhere.  But  with  permission  from  Graham  and  all 
involved,  I  am  attaching  a  copy  of  a  note  to  Graham  that  I 
helped  write  after  he  submitted  his  resignation.  (See 
attached  note  of  16  March  1998;  authors'  names  withheld.) 
Please  read  the  note  as  an  integral  part  of  my  performance 
review  appeal,  as  it  contains  a  number  of  important  and 
relevant  points  not  made  elsewhere. 

'On  my  case' 

As  I  mentioned  above,  management  is  now  "on  my  case," 
and  so  my  work  is  now  subjected  to  greater  scrutiny. 

Without  precedent,  the  magazine's  management  recently 
examined  and  criticized  some  of  my  work  before  I  completed 
it.  (That  was  my  work  on  the  first  of  the  five  decade 
sections  for  the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics 
Today.)  Ever  since  the  1997  retreat,  Physics  Today 
publisher  Charles  Harris  has  given  me  the  impression  that  I 
am  being  monitored.  After  the  retreat  he  attended  almost 
every  magazine  department  meeting  that  I  attended  -- 
meetings  that  he  had  only  rarely  attended  in  the  past. 

After  some  meetings,  he  commented  privately  to  others  about 
my  performance . 

Your  moral  responsibility 

Physics  Today's  new  love - it -or- leave - it  policy, 
mentioned  in  the  16  March  1998  note  to  Graham,  implies  that 
the  magazine's  problems  originate  in  the  staff.  Keeping  the 
focus  on  the  staff  is  not  simply  a  harmless  way  that 
management  diverts  attention  from  itself,  but  is  extremely 
costly.  In  the  short  time  since  Graham  submitted  his 
resignation,  editor  Benka's  assistant  Susan  Funk  has  quit  in 
frustration,  and  publisher  Harris's  assistant  Carol  Lucas 
has  resigned.  The  loss  of  experienced  staff,  che 
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discouraged  state  of  many  of  those  who  remain,  the 
repressive  atmosphere's  toll  on  creativity  --  in  general, 
the  frustration  of  those  who  want  their  job  to  be  more  than 
a  simple  exchange  of ‘  time  for  money  --  in  these  and  other 
Ways  current  policy  wastes  the  resources  of  the 'physics 
community.  YoU  have  a  responsibility ‘to  Undo  the  current 
widespread  cynicism  at  Physics  Today  by  making  staff - 
initiated  change  possible. 


S  000542 


18  August  1997 


Steve. 

As  I  have  noted  in  many  conversations  and  memos  over 
the  years,  I  work  most  efficiently  in  my  job  of  feature 
article  editing  when  I  have  articles  at  all  stages  of 
development.  That  means,  for  example,  some  articles  that 
have  just  been  solicited,  some  that  have  been  submitted  aiid 
reviewed,  and  some  that  have  been  revised  by  the  author  and 
are  ready  to  edit . 

As  you  know,  our  supply  of  articles  in  the  last 
category  has  followed  a  "feast  or  famine"  pattern  --  mostly 
famine.  This  has  held  down  my  productivity  to  the  point 
where  I  cannot  afford  to  take  the  full  30-day  vacation  that 
I  recently  requested  (and  that  you  approved)  and  still  meet 
my  annual  article  editing  goal.  So  I  am  thinking  about 
cutting  that  vacation  in  half,  perhaps,  and  using  the  rest 
of  my  vacation  time  at  some  later  date.  I  won't  be  able  to 
work  out  the  details  until  some  articles  in  the  last 
category  trickle  in  and  I  can  draw  up  a  schedule. 

As  of  today,  we  have  received  neither  of  the  two 
manuscripts  that  I  am  going  to  edit  for  the  December  issue. 

I  would  be  working  on  them,  now  if  we  had  them.  The  Riordan 
manuscript,  for  example,  is  not  expected  to  arrive  until 
around  the  time  I  had  planned  to  go  on  vacation.  And  I  have 
no  articles  that  I  can  edit  now  for  issues  following 
December.  I  would  like  to  edit  two  articles  for  the  January 
issue  and  two  for  the  February  issue,  but  I  will  not  be  able 
to  do  that  under  our  usual  famine  conditions  --  I  will  need 
to  have  the  manuscripts  much  earlier  than  I  have  been 
getting  them.  If  today  I  had  four  manuscripts  ready  to  edit 
for  those  two  issues,  I  could  work  on  all  four 
simultaneously,  using  my  time  to  greatest  advantage.  I 
think  you  will  agree  that  the  magazine  should  be  in  a 
position  where  such  productivity  and  advance  work  is 
routine. 

Given  the  status  of  the  December  manuscripts,  a  3 0-day 
vacation  as  planned  would  compromise  my  ability  to  edit  two 
articles  for  that  issue.  I  would  like  to  take  a  shorter 
vacation  and  continue  working  at  home  much  of  the  time,  as 
long  as  that  continues  to  work  well.  Please  let  me  know  if 
that  is  OK,  and  in  any  case  please  see  how  soon  I  can  have 
four  articles  that  are  ready  to  edit  for  the  January  and 
February  issues. 
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It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  article  editors  at  Physics  Today  to  produce 
Finished  articles  starting  from  any  point  in  a  given  article's  development. 

Thus  the  responsibility  of  generating  "ready  to  edit"  articles  is  in  part  yours. 
For  one  example,  we  had  agreed  that  you  would  obtain  Colson's  article  on  free- 
electron  lasers,  and  have  it  edited  in  case  we  needed  it  for  an  emergency  fifth  article 
in  the  October  special  issue  on  the  electron;  otherwise  we  could  drop  it  into  the 
magazine  a  month  or  two  later.  Fortunately,  we  don’t  need  it  for  the  special  issue;  to 
my  knowledge  you  have  yet  to  acquire  the  article. 

You  were  my  first  choice  to  edit  several  articles  in  late  stages  of  development 
in  the  recent  past,  but  turned  them  all  down:  Fink  (March);  Cohn  (May;  I  edited 
that  one,  while  you  edited  none  that  month);  Jeanloz  to  edit  with  Soulen  (August);  a 
second  article  for  October  (you  were  reluctant  to  take  Perl);  Kasap  for  November. 

As  recently  as  two  months  ago,  when  you  wanted  to  take  paternity  leave 
(which  I  OK'ed),  you  told  me  you  didn't  want  any  additional  articles  through  the  end 
of  this  year.  As  noted  above,  I  offered  you  some  anyway  and  you  turned  them 
down.  You  expressed  no  interest  in  articles,  so  I  left  you  out  of  my  plans  for  them. 

I  understand  your  special  circumstances  and  once  again  offer  you  my  heartfelt 
congratulations  on  the  birth  of  Joshua  Rose.  If  you  are  now  ready  once  again  to 
accept  the  responsibilities  that  go  with  feature  articles,  I  can  supply  you  with  as 
many  as  you  want.  The  articles  that  are  currently  "ready  to  edit"  have  been  assigned 
to  others.  Nevertheless,  I  am  sure  we  can  reach  a  mutually  acceptable  state  of 
affairs. 
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2  September  1997 
Steve  -  -  ■ 


Thank  you  for  responding  to  my  note  of  18  August  1997, 
in  which  I  ask  for  more  work  --  specifically,  more  feature- 
article  manuscripts  that  I  can  edit  for  publication  in  the 
magazine  ahead  of  deadline.  I  was  dismayed  to  find  that 
instead  of  welcoming  my  request,  your  response  focuses  oh 
assigning  blame  for  the  lack  of  such  manuscripts  and  goes  oh 
to  deny  that  we  have  any  such  deficiency. 

You  base  the  first  part  of  your  response  on  the  fact 
that  Physics  Today  staff  members  do  follow-up  work  with  the 
people  whom  you  have  invited  to  write  articles  for  the 
magazine.  You  note  that  these  staff  members  are  therefore 
"in  part"  responsible  for  obtaining  manuscripts  that  are 
ready  to  edit  for  publication.  All  this  is  true,  but  our 
severe  shortage  of  such  manuscripts  is  not  due  to  deficient 
solicitation  follow-up  work  by  the  staff  as  you  imply.  The 
article  editors  on  the  staff  have,  in  fact,  done  a  good  job 
of  following  up  on  solicited  articles  --  staying  in  contact 
with  the  authors  and  working  with  them  to  produce  the 
articles  that  you  have  asked  them  to  write.  If  you  think 
you  could  do  better  than  we  do,  you  should  share  your 
secret .  For  whatever  it  is  worth,  my  experience  is  that 
when  a  conscientious  and  hardworking  staff  is  blamed  for  a 
long-standing  problem,  the  diagnosis  is  usually  incorrect, 
and  an  incorrect  diagnosis  is  an  impediment  to  a  real 
solution.  (In  my  own  case,  according  to  my  job  description, 
solicitation  follow-up  has  been  a  small  part  of  my  job;  but 
I  work  at  it  conscientiously,  and  on  my  latest  annual  review 
you  said  that  I  do  above-average  work  in  this  area.) 

No,  the  problem  is  not  your  staff's  lack  of  competence 
in  its  follow-up  work  with  authors.  The  problem  is  simply 
that  the  magazine  has  solicited  far  too  few  articles.  This 
has  had  unfortunate  consequences,  not  only  for  the  staff  (as 
my  note  of  18  August  1997  describes  for  my  case) ,  but  also 
for  the  magazine's  subscribers.  In  the  past  three  years  I 
doubt  that  we  have  had  even  three  months  in  which  we  have 
had  a  backlog  of  manuscripts  ready  to  edit.  Typically,  the 
editor  scrapes  each  issue  together  in  a  near-crisis 
atmosphere,  after  a  desperate  search  around  the  office  for 
manuscripts  that  may  have  arrived  --  or  that  are  said  to  be 
"in  the  mail."  The  lineup  of  articles  in  most  issues  of 
Physics  Today  is  thus  dictated  by  forces  beyond  our  control. 

Your  listing  of  manuscripts  that  you  say  you  offered  to 
me  begs  the  question  of  giving  me  more  manuscripts  that  I 
can  edit  and  prepare  for  publication,  because  we  did  not 
have  the  manuscripts  on  your  list.  In  your  own  words,  they 
were  "in  late  stages  of  development."  I  should  point  out 
that  even  manuscripts  that  you  consider  ready  to  edit  often 
are  not .  And  when  the  shortage  of  manuscripts  forces  us  to 
schedule  incomplete  manuscripts  for  near-term  publication, 
we  often  have  to  pressure  authors  to  work  with  us  under  undo 
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time  pressure.  This  is  unfair  to  both  the  author  and  the 
Physics  Today  staff,  because  it  deprives  them  of  the 
opportunity  to  do  their  best  and  therefore  most  satisfying 
work.  The.  largest  group  to  suffer;  of  course,  are  the 
readers.  I  don't  know  how  many  of  the  articles  that  you 
listed  fell  into  that  category,  because  I  did  not  work  on 
those  articles . 

As  I  said  in  my  memo  of  13  August  1997,  I  think  article 
editing  work  is  done  most  efficiently  when  it  is  done  well 
ahead  of  the  deadline.  So  in  general  I  seek  to  work  in 
advance  and  am  reluctant  to  take  on  articles  that,  due  to 
the  shortage,  will  necessarily  have  to  be  done  at  the  last 
minute,  often  after  I  have  already  scheduled  work  on  other 
articles  and  often  well  after  any  reasonable  deadline  for 
submission.  Month  after  month  our  work  should  not  consist 
of  "rush  jobs"  for  issues  that  are  upon  us.  I  would  have 
taken  on  the  articles  in  your  list  if  they  had  been 
scheduled  for  later  issues  --  or,  even  better,  if  they  had 
not  yet  been  scheduled  for  specific  issues.  But  because  of 
our  serious  lack  of  manuscripts,  it  has  almost  never  been 
possible  to  work  ahead. 

In  your  response  you  say  that  I  11  agreed"  to  obtain 
William  Colson's  article  by  a  particular  date.  This  cannot 
be  true.  There  is  no  way  that  I  or  any  other  Physics  Today 
staff  member  could  credibly  "agree"  that  Colson  and  his 
coauthors  would  finish  writing  their  article  by  a  date  that 
you  picked  arbitrarily.  Only  Colson  and  his  coauthors  -- 
all  volunteers,  remember  --  could  do  that,  and  they  did  not. 
We  cannot  suddenly  and  unilaterally  spring  a  short  deadline 
on  an  author.  The  most  we  can  do  is  ask  our  authors  if  they 
can  meet  such  a  deadline.  Over  the  years  you  have  asked 
many  authors  whether  or  not  they  could  meet  particular 
deadlines  that  you- had  in  mind,  and  you  have  accepted  later 
deadlines  when  they  told  you. what  they  could  do.  Just 
because  you  are  now  talking  to  a  staff  member,  rather  than 
directly  to  the  author,  doesn't  mean  you  can  "just  say 
article"  and  have  it  appear. 

In  the  final  paragraph  of  your  response  to  my  request 
for  manuscripts,  you  boast:  "I  can  supply  you  with  as  many 
as  you  want."  This  is  simply  not  true.  In  fact,  when  we 
spoke  after  I  received  your  response,  you  could  not  supply 
even  one  manuscript  that  I  could  edit  for  the  January  issue, 
the  February  issue  or  any  subsequent  issue.  Of  course,  we 
will  eventually  come  up  with  something  to  fill  the  holes  in 
those  issues.  But,  as  usual,  that  is  not  likely  to  happen 
soon  enough  to  allow  us  to  work  ahead.  I  am  sure  we  could 
continue  to  pretend  that  this  modus  operand!  is  not  a 
serious  problem  --  after  all,  we  have  managed  to  get  by  with 
it  for  a  number  of  years.  But  it  takes  an  unnecessary  toll 
on  many  people,  and  so  I  think  we  have  a  moral 
responsibility  to  the  staff  (article  editors,  editorial 
assistants,  art  editor  and  copy  editors) ,  authors  and 
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readers  .  to  '  solve-  the  problem.  I  think'  the  obvious  first 
step  is  to  admit  that  we  do  have  a  serious  shortage  of 
manuscripts  and  that  the  shortage  leads  to  the  problems  that 
I  have  described  here  and  in  my  note  of  18  August  1997. 

As  1  mentioned  above,  solicitation  follow-up  work  has 
been  only  a  small  part  of  my  job  --  at  least  that  is  what  I 
thought.  When  I  saw  how  much  you  emphasized  it  in  your 
response  to  my  note,  I  took  a  look  at  my  job  description  and 
noticed  that  such  work  was  a  bigger  part  of  my  job  than  I 
had  remembered.  Upon  further  investigation,  however,  I 
discovered  that  you  had  altered  my  job  description  after  the 
fact  to  add  truth  to  your  claim.  Indeed,  the  altered  job 
description  was  dated  19  August  1997,  the  same  date  carried 
by  your  response  to  my  note.  For  future  reference,  let  me 
say  here  that  I  and  other  members  of  the  staff  prefer  an 
above-board  management  style,  where,  for  example,  important 
changes  are  pointed  out  to  people  rather  than  being  left  for 
them  to  discover  --  or,  perhaps,  not  discover.  In  any  case, 
you  and  I  discussed  the  change  in  my  job  description  on  25 
August  1997,  and  I  agreed  to  it.  Thus,  I  will ■ increase  my 
solicitation  follow-up  work  by  about  2/3  and  reduce  my 
article  editing  by  1  part  in  8 .  (I  will  continue  to  spend 
the  large  majority  of  my  time  on  article  editing.)  Because 
of  my  preference  for  doing  things  above-board,  I  asked  you 
to  write  me  a  note  describing  the  change  in  my  job 
description,  and  I  thank  you  for  doing  so. 

For  the  record:  In  your  response  to  my  note,  you  say 
that  you  OK'd  my  request  for  paternity  leave.  My 
recollection  is  that  you  neither  approved  it  nor  denied  it, 
because  I  withdrew  my  request  before  you  responded. 

So  that  we  don't  wander  too  far  from  the  original 
issue,  let  me  repeat  that  I  made  my  18  August  1997  request 
because  I  felt  that  I  was  being  held  responsible  for  a 
particular  amount  of  work  (my  annual  article-editing  goal) 
while  being  made  to  work  so  inefficiently  that  I  could  not 
do  that  amount  of  work  --  at  least  not  with  sufficient  time 
left  over  to  take  some  time  off.  My  revised  job  description 
will  lessen  slightly  my  need  for  ready- to-edit  articles,  and 
so  should  provide  some  relief  in  this  area. 

The  Riordan  manuscript  has  just  arrived,  and  I  would 
like  to  work  on  it  now,  so  as  to  finish  it  as  far  ahead  of 
the  deadline  as  possible.  Unless  you  tell  me  otherwise, 
that  is  what  I  will  do.  Perhaps  I  will  take  some  vacation 
time  later,  depending  in  part  on  what  other  work  comes  in. 
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From: 

To: 

Data  : 

Siib  j  act  : 


"Martin  L.  Perl*  <martin@SLAC . Stanford . EDU> 
Jeff  Schmidt.  <  j  dsQaip  .  org> 

2  Sep  1997  (Tue)  17:13 
Leptons  After  100  Years  Article 


Dear  Jeff 

Thank  you  for  changing  my  ugly  duckling  of  a  manuscript  into  a  beautiful 
swan.  You  have  done  a  wonderful  job. 


I  have  the  following  comments: 


Page 

been 

3  5  ,  column  2  : 
inserted  ye t . 

the  *****  in 

"  See 

box  1 

on  page 

******  36 

has 

not 

Page 

been 

3  9 ,  column  2 : 
inserted  yet. 

the  *****  in 

"  See 

box  2 

on  page 

******  40 

has 

not 

Page  36,  bottom  equation  in  column  2:  space  required  between  virtual  and 
ZO  . 

Page  38,  Figure  4:  TAU  DETECTION  scheme  might  be  changed  to  TAU 
DETECTION  apparatus .  ' 

Page  40,  Box  2,  column  i:  yes,  each  h  should  be  an  h-bar. 

Page  40,  References:  the  names  in  Ref.  3  are  spelled  correctly;  in  Ref. 
10  the  page  number  is  2074;  in  Ref  16  the  page  number  is  indeed  79c,  it 
is  a  conference  proceedings  and  every  page  has  a  c  added  to  the  page 
number  . 


Thank  you  so  much  Jeff  for  all  your  helpa  dn  guidance.  I  am  greatly 
looking  forward  to  the  issue. 

Sincerely  yours 

Martin  Perl 
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From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Subject: 
Vortex  Article 


“George  Crabtree"  <george_crabtfee@qrrigate.arii.gov> 
"Judy  Barker  <jbarkef@aip. acp.org> 

15  Apr  1997  (Tue)  19:24 
Vortex  Article 

Time:  5:26  PM 
Date:  4/15/97 


Dear  Steve,  Jeff,  Barbara,  arid  Judy, 

i  just  received  the  offprints  for  our  article  oh  Vortex  Physics  in  the  April 
issue  of  Physics  Today.  What  fast  service!  The  article  looked  very  good  in 
the  magazine,  and  i  got  a  warm  feeling  oh  finally  seeing  if  in  print.  Thanks 
to  all  of  you  for  your  efficient  and  competant  efforts  to  bring  the  article 
out.  For  David  and  me,  it  is  gratifying  to  see  the  fruits  of  our  work  appear 
with  such  high  production  standards.  Thank  you  all  once  again. 

Sincerely, 

George  Crabtree 

George  Crabtree  -  MSD/223 
Argonne  National  Laboratory 
9700  S.  Cass  Avenue 

Argonne,  IL  60439  phone:  630-252-5509 

fax:  630-252-7777 

e-mail:  crabtree@anl.gov 


CC: 


"David  Nelson"  <nelson@cmt. harvard. edu> 
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Letter  to  Physics  Today: 


HYSiCS  TODAY' 


In  "Probing  the  Faintest  Galaxies'"  by  Ferguson,  Williams,  and  Cowie 
(April  1997),  the  caption  to  Figure  i  reads,  in  part,  "For  most  of  the  galaxies 
in  the  image,  we  are  looking  back  more  than  half  the  age  of  the  universe". 
This  claim  seem.strange  to  me;  for  radiation  emitted  so  long  ago  must  have 
had  its  source  so  close  to  Earth  at  the  moment  of  emission  —  according  to 
the  generally  assumed  big-bang  origin  of  the  currently  expanding  universe 
—  that  it  would  have  reached  Earth,  if  at  all,  well  before  the  era  of 
telescopes,  spectrometers,  and,  of  course,  us.  That  this  is  so  springs  from 
the  fact  that  no  source  can  recede  from  the  earth  at  a  speed  greater  than  that 
of  the  radiation  —  namely,  c. 


To  derive  this  conclusion,  let  us  measure  all  times  and  distances 

relative  to  Earth's  rest  frame  and  let 

f  =  measuna  of  time,  from  big  bang  at  t  =  0 

T  =  age/6f  universe  (  =  time  elapsed  from  big  bark)  to  Earth's 

receipt  of  radiation  from  source) 

Q/=-  time  after  big  bang  at  which  radiationis  emitted  from 

source  Z 

_  /’ 

v  -  average  speed  of  separation  of  source  and  Earth  from  big 

/ 

/  bang  ( /  =  0 )  to  emission  of  radiation  (  /  =  6 ). 

/  Thus  the  total  separation  of  source  and  Earth  at  time  of  emissiohf  — 

x  /  / 
i.e. ,  the  distance  the  radiation  travels  at  speed  c  from  source  to  Earth  — 

/  / . 

must  be  v  6  ,  and  the  time  elapsed  during  the  radiation's  journey  is 


r-e=- 
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How,  then,  if  me  above  analysis  is  sound,  doT-erguson,  Williams,  and 

Cowie  —  along  ytfth  others  —  suppose  radiatipn  to  have  reached  Earth  ir 

< 

the  20th  centuhy  from  a  source  that  was,  af  moment  of  emission,  farthp 
Earth'  IharyicT /  2)  ?  Since  they  evidently  infer  emitter  distance  i 
doppier4hift  magnitude,  a  readuxfo-mind  answer  is  their  use^, 
eous  relation  betweeryemitter  distance  and  doppler/ 

easuremenO 

IbTwwewrfthere  is  something  wrong  with  my  analysis  abwd,  I  shall 


1  ern 


be  grateful  to  have  it  explained  to  me. 


Robert  Weinstock 

Emeritus  Professor  of  Physics 
Oberlin  College 
Oberlin,  OH  44074 
ZWEINSTOCK@OBERLIN.EDU 

(zM>)  7  7<r-  9  33  7 
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■'  by  ioU 


From : 

To: 

Date  : 

Sub  j  ec  t : 


rOuiCcJ  hrC  Q-rt_  pUtArw.^  t<>  p^u6n 
y  *  '—v  (i  / .  '  '  J  \ 

i cMc_r  £_©]  j  £@J 

Ml  rt^4  tC  rtrp'>^c  QTO  cac-^.  c^MMcr  ^abtfty 

Harry  Ferguson  < £ erguson@stsci  .  edu>  c  T  Htr.  ti 

ACP.AIP(pelliot)  u  -u  ^  ? 

7/28/97  10:37am  TK.  U< 

Reply  to  Weinstock  letter 


Sincerely, 
Harry  Ferguson 


Weinstock  Letter  to  the  Editor 

>  .  .  .  _ _ _  - 


Dear  Paul,  '  2 

Here  is  our  reply  to  the  letter  to  the  editor.  Actually,  we 
wouldn't  recormend  publishing  either  the  letter  or  oUr  reply,  as 
this  sort  of  basic  question  about  light  travel  times  seems  a  bit  \_/ 
out  of  place  for  your  letters  section.  Perhaps  you  should 
forward  our  reply  to  Dr.  Weinstock  directly  and  see  if  that _ 

satisfies  him?  — — ^  :  LklhSck 

TibUh  COW.  5.  Ch^s. 

°^'k 

In  *Probing  the  Faintest  Galaxies,*  by  Henry  Ferguson,  RobertX  c-zaA^ck. 
Williams  and  Lennox  Cowie  (PHYSICS  TODAY,  April,  page  24),  they,  cf 
figure  1  caption  reads,  in  part,  *For  most  of  the  galaxies  in  the) 
image,  we  are  looking  back  more  than  half  the  age  of  the 

universe. *  _  ■ 

This  claim  seems  strange  to  me.  Radiation  emitted  so  lone 

ago  must  have  had  its  source  so  close  to  Earth  at  the  moment  of 
emission*according  to  the  generally  assumed  Big  Bang  origin  of 
the  currently  expanding  universe*that  it  would  have  reached 
Earth,  if  at  all,  well  before  the  era  of  telescopes, 
spectrometers  and,  of  course,  us.  That  this  is  so  springs  from 
the  fact  that  no  source  can  recede  from  the  earth  at  a  speed 
greater  than  that  of  the  radiation*namely ,  c.  A  simple 
calculation,  in  fact,  shows  that  we  are  looking  back  through  less  hi/ 
than  half  the  age  of  the  universe.  Can  it  be  that  Ferguson  et  J  | 
al.  are  using  an  erroneous  relation  between  emitter  distance  and^ 
doppler- shift  measurement? 

If  there  is  something  wrong  with  my  analysis,  I  shall  be 
grateful  to  have  it  explained  to  me. 

>  ©SIGNATURE  =  ROBERT  WEINSTOCK 

>  @ ADDRESS  =  (zweinstock@oberlin.edu) 

>  @ADDRESS  =  Oberlin  College 

>  ©ADDRESS  =  Oberlin,  Ohio 


-Or 


The”  red sh.i ft  distribution  of  the  galaxies  in  the  JTDF  is  not  known 
precisely,  however,  a  very  conservative  guess  based  on  Keck 
spectroscopy  of  the  brighter  galaxies  and  the  colors  of  the 
fainter  galaxies  is  that  more  that  half  the  galaxies  have 
redshifts  z  >  0.8. 


The  statement  made  in  the  caption  of  figure  1  comes  from  a 
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calculation  of  lookback  time  to  a  galaxy  at  z  =  0.8.  For  a 
c ir i t i cai  - deils i ty  universe  with  a  cosmological  constant  iaihbda.  = 
0,  the  lookback  time  is 

tau  =  2/3  H_0  ^  - 1  (1-1/ (l  +  z)~  (3/2)  ) 
and  the  present  age  of  the  universe  'is 
t__0  =  2/3  H_0^-1 

where  H_0  is  the  Hubble  constant . 

For  this  cosmology,  a  galaxy  at  z  =  0.8  has  tau  =  0 . 6  *  t_0 . 

In  other  words  the  lookback  time  is  more  than  half  the  present 
age  of  the  universe. 

A  general  expression  for  the  lookback  time  with  arbitrary  values 
of  the  cosmological  constant  and  density  parameter  is  given  in 
Carroll  et  al  .  ,  1992,  Ann.  Rev.  Astron.  Astrophys.,  30,  499 
( equation  16). 

Henry  Ferguson 
Robert  Williams 
Lennox  Cowie 
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from  Stephen  G.  Berika 
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Varinevar  Bush  envisioned  a  brave  new  world  run  by  scientists. 


ENDLESS  FRONTIER 

Vanhevdr  Bush, 

Engineer  of  the  American  Century. 
By  G.  Pascal  Zachary, 
illustrated.  518  pp.  New  York: 

The  Free  Press.  S32.50. 


By  Thomas  P.  Hughes 

URING  World  War  ii.  Varinevar  Biish 
mobilized  America’s  engineers  and  sci¬ 
entists,  presided  over  the  making  of  the 
atomic  bombs,  advised  President  Tru¬ 
man  on  the  decision  to  use  them  against  Japan 
and,  in  a  memorable  essay  entitled  “Science  — 
The  Endless  Frontier, “  formulated  a  bold  policy 
for  the  country's  postwar  cultivation  of  science 
and  engineering.  He  defined,  as  well,  the  mili¬ 
tary-industrial-university  complex  and  gave  it 
the  impetus  that  propels  it  today.  As  G.  Pascal 
Zachary  observes  in  “Endless  Frontier,"  no 
wartime  figure  in  the  world  marshaled  such 
enormous  engineering  and  scientific  resources. 

Bom  in  1890  in  Everett,  Mass.,  Bush  cultivated 
his  scientific  interests  while  a  mathematics  stu¬ 
dent  at  Tufts  and  a  graduate  student  In  electrical 
engineering  at  M.I.T.  In  the  1920’s,  when  Ameri¬ 
can  engineering  was  in  transition  from  the  Im¬ 
provisatory  pragmatism  of  the  past  to  the  sci¬ 
ence-based  approach  of  the  future.  Bush  became 
known  for  blending  traditional  scientific  values 
with  the  emerging  professional  ones.  At  ease  in 
the  machine  shop  as  well  as  in  the  laboratory,  he 
spoke  of  himself  as  using  both  the  hand  and  the 
head 

M.I.T,  which  was  in  the  vanguard  of  this  pro¬ 
fessional  transition,  adopted  Bush  as  an  exem¬ 
plary  faculty  member  and  later  named  him 
dean.  He  won  worldwide  peer  recognition  as  the 
foremost  designer  of  electromechanical  analog 
computers.  Decades  later,  his  Atlantic  Monthly 
article  “As  We  May  Think"  spread  the  notion  of 
mechanizing  the  storage  and  retrieval  of  infor¬ 
mation,  an  idea  that  fired  the  vision  of  several 
computer  pioneers.  Zachary,  a  business  and 
technology  reporter  for  The  Wall  Street  Journal, 
has  aptly  subtitled  his  biography  “Engineer  of 
the  American  Century.” 

Bush  assumed  that  men  of  brains,  judgment 
and  good  will  would  rise  to  positions  of  responsi¬ 
bility  in  the  engineering  and  scientific  world  (He 
was  not  at  all  sure  that  this  was  true  In  political 
and  military  realms.)  An  elitist  holding  high  aca¬ 
demic  standards,  he  believed  that  university  en¬ 
gineers  should  reach  out  to  render  public  service, 
not  only  so  hong  problems  assigned  to  them,  but 
helping  to  formulate  policy  as  well.  This  agenda 
would  bring  him  into  sharp  conflict  with  the 
Washington  establishment. 

After  World  War  II  began  in  Europe,  Bush,  an¬ 
swering  a  call  from  Washington  to  mobilize  engi¬ 
neers  and  scientists  for  national  defense,  put  to¬ 
gether  the  Office  of  Scientific  Research  and  De¬ 
velopment.  Contemporaries  called  It  the  greatest 
research  and  development  organization  in  histo¬ 
ry.  Its  story  has  often  been  told,  but  Zachary  goes 
deeper^  to  explore  Bush’s  Influential  and  often 
controversial  views  on  the  role  of  experts  in  a 
democracy,  an  Issue  that  surfaced  then  and  that 
remains  only  slightly  below  the  surface  now. 

Bush  and  elitist  science  associates  like  James 


Thomas  P.  Hughes  Is  a  professor  of  the  history  of 
science  and  technology  at  the  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  and  M.I.T. 


Conant.  the  president  of  Harvard,  sharply  criti¬ 
cized  the  military  for  not  developing  strategy 
and  tactics  that  incorporated  new  weapons,  such 
as  radar  and  the  proximity  fuze.  Bristling  with 
impatience.  Bush  used  His  direct  access  to 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  as  weii  as  his  freedom 
from  Congressional  oversight  arid  his  huge  bud¬ 
get,  to  bring  pressure  on  generals  arid  admirals 
to  accept  scientists  and  engineers  as  partners  in 
making  policy. 

Turf  battles  were  inevitable.  The  Chief  of 
Naval  Operatloris,  Adm.  Ernest  J.  King,  a  formi¬ 
dable  opponent,  accused  Bush  of  "trying  to  mess 
into  things  in  connection  with  the  higher  strategy 
which  were  not  his  business,  and  on  which  he 
could  not  have  any  sound  opinions."  Other  offi¬ 
cers  scornfully  dismissed  the  civilian  experts  as 
men  without  combat  experience. 

Bush's  advocacy  of  unfettered  scientific  ex¬ 
pertise  brought  criticism  from  the  politicians  as 
well.  The  United  States  budget  director,  Harold 
Smith,  declared  that  Bush  “is  too  much  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  assumption  that  researchers  are  as 
temperamental  as  a  bunch  of  musicians,  and 
consequently  we  must  violate  most  of  the  tenets 
of  democracy  and  good  organization  to  adjust  for 
their  lack  of  emotional  balance."  "Most  of 
them,"  he  added,  “do  not  know  even  the  first 
thing  about  the  basic  philosophy  of  democracy.” 

Undaunted,  Bush,  according  to  one  colleague, 
talked  “straight  to  generals  and  cabinet  officers 
and  the  President."  and  made  them  “take  it." 
After  fierce  confrontations,  he  would  sometimes 
withdraw  in  the  evenings  to  Washington’s  exclu¬ 
sive  Cosmos  Club  and  negotiate  with  his  oppo¬ 
nents  over  a  boctle  of  Scotch.  He  often  prevailed. 

Jerome  Wiesner,  John  F.  Kennedy's  science 
adviser,  thought  that  the  20th  century  might  not 
again  produce  Bush's  equal  In  engineering  and 
science  policy.  Alfred  Loomis,  a  knowledgeable 
science  patron,  investment  banker  and  radar  ex¬ 
pert,  concluded  that  among  the  men  whose  death 
in  the  summer  of  1940  would  have  caused  the 
greatest  calamity  for  America,  Roosevelt  was 
first  and  Bush  wouk!  be  second  or  third. 

BY  war's  end.  however.  Bush  was  bone- 
tired,  broken  In  spirit  and  bereft  of  influ¬ 
ence.  Finding  the  Truman  Administra¬ 
tion’s  science  policies  suggestive  of  a 
chapter  from  "Alice  In  Wonderland,"  he  left  the 
Government  In  1948.  In  his  last  great  effort,  he 
tried  and  failed  to  establish  a  National  Research 
Foundation,  a  peacetime  replacement  for  the  re¬ 
search  and  development  office,  one  that  would 
cultivate  fundamental  science  both  for  military 
and  civilian  uses.  He  wanted  peacetime  science 
unfettered  by  political  controls,  but  failing  to  per¬ 
ceive  a  growing  call  for  public  accountability,  he 
aroused  overwhelming  opposition.  James  V.  For- 
restaL  the  first  Defense  Secretary,  observed  that 
“even  with  both  ears  to  the  ground,"  Bush  did 
“not  hear  the  rumble  of  the  distant  drum." 

Deeply  informed  and  insightful,  Zachary  has 
thoroughly  captured  the  spirit  of  Bush  and  his 
times.  In  evaluating  the  man’s  legacy,  he  honors 
Bush  as  a  role  model  for  his  generation's  en¬ 
gaged  engineers.  But  Zachary  Is  impatient  with 
Bush  for  resisting  people  whom  he  considered 
government  interventionists,  Intent  upon  pursu¬ 
ing  science  primarily  for  the  ill-fed.  poorly  edu¬ 
cated  and  underemployed.  Zachary  is  surely 
right  In  concluding  that  Bush's  single-minded 
support  of  elitist  universities  and  his  advocacy  of 
the  “free  play  of  free  intellects,  working  on  sub¬ 
jects  of  their  own  choice"  would  find  little  sup¬ 
port  in  Washington  today.  □ 
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Arms  and  the  Man 


Bv  Erich  EicHMAN 


It  is  odd  to  think  that  a  man  whose  Face 
appeared  on  the  cover  of  Time  magazine  in 
1944.  and  whose  death  occasioned  a  front¬ 
page  obituary  in  the  New  York  Times  30 
years  later,  should  be  all  but  forgotten  to¬ 
day.  But  such  is  the  fleeting  Fame  of  the 

t 

"Endless  Frontier" 
!  By  G.  Pascal  Zachary 


|  technocrat.  Vannevar  Bush  was  much 
more  than  that,  of  course.  He  was  a  pio¬ 
neering  engineer  and  inventor,  an  entre- 
|  oreneur,  a  visionary  and  a  social  phiioso- 
j  pher  whose  "Modem  Arms  and  Free  Men" 

I  was  a  1949  bestseller  and  whose  hymn  to 
I  science  (and  appeal  For  funding),  "Sci- 
1  ence-The  Endless  Frontier,”  caused  a 
j  sensation  when  it  was  released  in  July 
j  1945. 

;  But  his  glory  years  were  spent  in  Wash- 
j  ington  heading  up  various  technocratic  en- 
;  titles  (the  Carnegie  Institution,  the  Office 
of  Scientific  Research  and  Development). 

1  advising  presidents,  pulling  strings  on 
;  Capitol  Hill,  worrying  over  funding,  and 
•  overseeing  projects,  most  notably  the  se¬ 
cret  nne  that  produced  the  tint  atomic 
:  bomb. 

In  his  way.  Bush  was  a  precursor  of  the 
"Wise  Men."  the  elite  insiders  who  guided 
1  I'.S.  policy  in  the  postwar  years.  His  influ¬ 
ence  reached  its  height  under  Roosevelt 
and  Faded  precipitously  thereafter,  but  his 
!  concerns -the  relation  of  science  to  gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  military,  its  role  in  soci¬ 
ety- are  still  very  much  with  us. 

No  doubt  Bush  would  have  welcomed 
our  computer  revolution,  for  he  was  essen¬ 
tially  an  optimist  who  saw  technology  as  a 
force  for  good.  Most  important,  during  the 
crisis  years  of  his  greatest  prestige  and  au- 
’hority  —  when  the  country’  was  at  war  or 
preparing  for  it  —  he  argued  (presciently. 
convincingly)  that  science  had  something 
essentia!  to  contribute  to  national  defense, 
especially  if  civilian  researchers  were  al¬ 
lowed  to  do  their  worn,  unmolested  by  mil¬ 
itary'  bureaucracy. 


journal  reporter  G.  Pascal  Zachary  has 
brought  this  able,  conscientious,  energetic 
and  wrongly  forgotten  man  to  life  in  “End- 
iess  Frontier:  Vannevar  Bush,  Engineer  of 
the  American  Century "  (Efcfifi.  Press,  513 
pages.  S32.50).  A  few  excerpts: 

In  the  1930s:  "While  innovation  was 
clearly  becoming  corporatized.  Bush  still 
believed  that  the  ‘lone  researcher  often 
does  produce  out  of  thin  air  a  staking  new 
device  or  combination  which  is  useful  and 
which  might  be  lost  were  it  not  for  his 
keenness.’  Bush  was  himself  just  such  an 
irrepressible  inventor.  While  an  astute 
manager  of  research  teams,  he  often  pur¬ 
sued  his  grandest  intuitions  alone.  Rapid 
retrieval  of  personalized  data,  stere^h^ 

togTaphy,  typography,  internal  combus¬ 
tion  engines  and  perpetual  motion  weref 
just  a  few  of  his  obsessions.  For  him,  Ta-C 
venting  was  a  calling,  a  way  of  life. 

At  the  commanding  heights:  "Intensely-' 
self-assured,  (Bush]  deferred  to  no  oK 
save  Roosevelt  and  his  mentor,  Henjr' 
Stimson.  the  secretary  of  war.  In  the  heat; 
of  war,  his  penchant  for  barging  ahead;- 
worked  wonders.  The  military  gave  mOTSc 
leeway  to  him  than  perhaps  any  other’; 
civilian  in  the  war.  Members  of  Congress^ 
granted  his  every  request.  ’Never  once  dlftv 
we  ask  for  funds  and  fail  to  secure  thenrt 
promptly,’  Bush  later  boasted.  Legislators^ 
rarely  even  questioned  him,  and  wheiS^ 
they  did  the  exigencies  of  war  made  it  pos^' 
stble  for  him  to  duck  the  tough  queries  any--: 
way.  He  never  Flatly  refused  to  satisfy..^ 
politician's  curiosity,  but  rather  dared  hirrir. 
to  comprehend  the  technical  and  military^ 
issues.  Most  politicos  wisely  kept  their.,* 
mouths  shut."  T\- 

The  response  to  Bush's  13k5  report 
"Business  Week  called  Science -The 
less  Frontier  ’an  epoch-making  report’  that;, 
is  ‘must  reading  for  American  business?;;; 
men.’  The  Washington  Post  applauded;- 
Bush  for  delivering  a  'thorough,  carefiU-t* 
plan  For  putting  the  needed  push  of  the  fed;;? 
eral  government  behind  our  scientific^ 
progress.’ .  .  .  Only  a  handful  of  comrr,&Dv.; 
tators  questioned  Bush’s  basic  principled; 
that  research  deser/ed  broad  public  f undo¬ 
ing.  The  Wall  Street  Journal ,  for  example!-;; 
argued  that  tax  incentives  could  achieve’a!; 
similar  result  by  Inducing  private  industry;: 
to  spend  sufficiently  on  research." 


After  the  war:  “  ( BUsh j  shared  witft'j- 
other  eiitists  a  stark  arid  not  altogether* 
distorted  view  of  American  society  that:; 
pitted  sober,  pragmatic  elites  against  ihe> 
untiitored,  volatile  masses.  For  Bush.  Trii-  j 
mari  and  his  cronies  as  well  as  most  con-.; 
gressiohai  leaders  dearly  fed  into  the ; - 
'masses’  category.  While  Truman  'de-vZ 
lighted  in  casting  himself  as  an  ordinary": 
American.  Bush-and  other  elite  leaders-;! 
tended  to  view  such  citizens  as  irresponsl>; 
ble  and  sometimes  irrational.  The  elite  a^7;‘ 
sumed  that  the  mass  of  Americans  needed;! 
patriarchal  authority.  In  Bush's  view!.-; 
civilian  technocrats  were  the  solution  t£T.T 
the  inherent  contradiction  between  the  iiryj 
creasingly  complicated  problems  facin^^ 
government  and  the  nation's  democrat!^, 
traditions.  In  practice,  this  meant  that 
public  must  pay  for  experts  to  make  deci-.^ 
sions  in  its  name;  these  experts  woulcf.C; 
brook  little  or  no  interference." 

Looking  back,  in  the  1950s:  "He  worr^’ 
dered  whether  men  could  ’live  without** 
war.’  Now  that  ‘the  glamour  of  warH££ 
gone,’  he  asked  whether  the  kind  of  dire££^ 
combat  ’that  once  had  a  real  appeal  for  th^y; 
red-blooded  man’  was  obsolete.  Others  haHZ^Z 
noted  that  modem  technology  had 
war  impersonal  and  that  the  'virile  attrib^^ 
utes'  of  war,  which  enlivened  societies-  S 
the  past,  would  have  to  arise  from  anot££tS 
source.  But  Bush's  romantic  yearning  fo^H 
an  earlier  stage  of  combat  seemed  peculiar^ 
given  his  role  in  exploiting  the  very  te'cfiV*j 
nologies  that  further  dehumanized  war.~?>j 
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A  vivid  tale  of  an  American  science  czar 


By  Divid  WanJ? 

The  Boston  Gcobb 

ooseveit  called  me 
into  his  office  and 
said,  ‘Wliat’s  going 
to  happen  to  science 
after  the  wart  i 
said.  It's  going  to  fail  flat  on  its 
teds.'  iU  saicL  'Wiuat  are  we 
going  to  do  about  itt  Aiid  I  told 
him,  ‘We  better  do  something 
damii  quick.’  *•  •*'  • 

Those  are  the  words  of  Van- 
nevar  Biish,  iongtinte  prutesaor 
at  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology  and. America’s  sci- 
C2aT  in ; W orid  War  CL  They 
.  e voide  1 lha  Washington  manners 
^19^'*Wneti:ttit»e  tn  positions 
^rre^cnislhillij/understD^  that 
fftoy,  ^historic  stage 

'  aen- 

easily,  1 

r  v$4sh-.fe&&  servid  as. . 't  ... 

£^;*ctence  adviser  since 
?//oVar£eelng--  the  devel- 
fcJterithe  computer.  ' 
aajlbtotics-...,  A 
iked  for  a 
h-ddiv- 
fATmrry.  . 


Commentary 


accomplished  in  the  years 
between  1939.  when  he  went  to 
Washington,  krid  1954,  when  he 
left  fuil-tiihe  government  service 
and  returned  to  M3T. 

Yet  even  Bush’s  failure  to 
adjust  after  those  great  days 
Underscores  the  importance  of 
•  the  forces  he  had  set  in  motion. 
Arid  in  Zachary’s  hands,  the 
hiiihari  forces  behind  the 
strange  twists  of  techhoiogicai 
developments  are  always  avail¬ 
able  fbr  inspection. 

Named  fbr  his  father's  room¬ 
mate  at  Tuffs  College,  Bush  ; 
went  to  Tufts  hlmidt  After¬ 
ward,  with  his  Tuffs  room  matey 
( Lawrence  hfarshall,  he  started, «,<- 
'  firm  to  rdhke-Yadio'  tubes  that' 
they  called  Raytheon.  The  firm 
'  'jwfcs  a  success.  but  Bush  wait 
j  cm  to  Uoch  ■' 

Trig  at  MIT/ 

'in  devdoping. ' 
■iDuty  call®!  tn  1939i7K.,.^y./5'<;' 

By  ter  the -greatest  part  ' 

Zachary’s  book  concerns  • 


By  the  19703,  U.S.  industry  found  Itself  In  a 
paradoxical  situation:  ‘Awash  In  theoretical 
it  was  starved  for  the  basic 
awd  products  that  lead  to  victories 
|n  commercial  contests/  according  to  a  nm 
of  VanrsOVar  Busk 


with  Eisenhower,  George  Mar¬ 
shall  and  Chester  Nimitz.  such- 

te'  was  a  voice  that  found  its  •. 

t  expression  against  the 
-hew:  against  guided  missiles  ' 
and  satellites,  again st,  the  race 
■  to  the  mooi^AgfeJnat  consumer¬ 
ism.  He  served  to  good- effect  on 
..."  Corporate  boards,  with  the  ph«r» 
fciaceutichl  company  Merck  in’  . 

.  particular.  His  son  founded  Mil-' 


the  end  of  the  book,  we  Under 
stand  that  Cutler  (once  a  top 
Digited  Equipment  executive)  in 
his  way  has  been  just  as  effec¬ 
tive  in  welding  together  a  team 
hell-bent  on  a  fixed  objective  as 
was  any  of  Bnah’a  minions  in 
the  war — with  no  higher  author 
ity  behind  Chffer  than  BUI 
Gates,  the  business  strategist 
who  buff  t  MterOsoff  on  little 


iKfepA  *£5  SSS0' 

-  ton  W *2  n  •*  dard.  'A,  '  ~ 

-  - The  world  was  far  mote  -to  jyn.iy- • 

/•'‘bottma-nj)’'  than  the  top-down.-:  '  Gafes  mwnznds  a  research 

-  war  Team  And  here  tb*  j*9H4  heistrored,  and.apccnl-  ^  exten 

•  L  ttr&plfery,  “ W -tomarntteri  by 


tier/ 


months,  he  . . . 

^Cunoua  report-  mor4  than  lilt 

F^J  /  ..fab  fa  as  a  reporter  fbr^^rali-^ff!8  P^teqn  lnttw  world 
Journal  In  Sad  Ha  fo*** 


•/Busin  And;tl^;itoi^^ 

-  tfbn  of  research’  ahrt  drveto|X 


_ ,  1  ■  ,  ,  l:  .i*  v~'-  -  Ji£-y'  •  Wfavti  uuuiAKU  m  tKiu  i.  • 

^erida  pCb^tePtf^&Os  cxunmiftto;/. yu:He  w  a  journalist’s  eye  for- 
.Th^,u^r  ^i<ih  battled  PYsf  v;  ,  sM<kmck  for  narrative;" 

.  .  y^b^kdil^orlaii’s  ear  fbr  ' 

v  ,  .  .  ^n^&lftrireav'ea  tates  of  the 

faremunent  Industry  awUatj-.i  SfaSSfani^fapfact  with  yanm  of 
demte  that  has  lasted  .to  the  pre-‘ ' 
day... ;  ‘  ' 


tae*.-' 

in  the  (byrridobs  &f  poWer;  y 
ftoneth^lessjte^u^  tbs  ^ 
print  torlbarts^rb  T  ^ 


More  than  arry  other  person,  it 
was  Brfsh  who  designed  Amer- 

jtmtversltiea  dir^ttog "  ‘ 
^Mc  t^earch,  the  federal  gov-' 
raying .  the  bills  and' 

1 .  concenrtra  tinj  nfc 
,  Sotnewbere' in 
.  .  ...  .•• 

,  a.  good  ttoal  to‘<5rfcP 

^^grvterrtfui tal  than,  ^y,  thinking 
hiberstate  highway  sys- 
Qtr  IhVmtLng  the  tdevikion 
"  ^  vIt  coujjd  be  atgued  -r  ’  - 
^side)  that  K 
[  ■ihteq^tton  aystsiu:inoic 
)h  tlifey' 


g  association  with  the 
.  Offlba  of  Strategic  Services;  sto¬ 
ries  .of  the  FDlJ.cabinet  witk..  .. ,  . 
an^dotea  frorb  scoundrel'  tn& 

.( One  0^-  03  0  mente  x;ozj£y 

came  Wh^f  h^  _>f ent  to  bat  fof^v/y 
^CD^rt  C^ehl^lmer,  whom  ha  . 
saw  m) Victim  of  technologic^.'. /-  ; 
diffciumceff  of  opinlorL)'  ‘  Tr-'(  1 

It  turns  out  to  have  beem;a  .tar 
trpbr^'domjplica  ted  world  thahy  • ' 
Buih  bid  pdritanaxilated: 
ow  federal  funding  of  sdesci  - 
are  recounted.  Bush  tevored''- 
winding  down  the  miiitar/r- 


of  "Scifibcft-r-Tb?  Endless 
tier’  was  its  be^ect  of 
us  trial  innervation.’’  Science 
.lionized  .as  the.  source  of  all 

.jmekd^ltehgin^^pi -^^0.  fobbed 
off  as  suhsidii^'®b'cenis.  The 
Ysstm  was  that 

inffusb^y  fbuhd  Itsaff  in  a  para- 
'  (toxical  sitimtii^^Avmh  to  . 

theoretical  knowledge  it 
jstaHbd  for  the  bAaic 
‘^bd  pVoffuctB  that  1^4  rietoy 
jrts^L  m  commercial  'conteeta,'!  -'  ► 
.(Obgopolistic  market  structure 
may  have  had  something  .to  dp: 
:wiffi.'^,’too.)  ■ 

*■  •  N obody  kpows  bfe&ar  Qiati - . 

I  Zachary  how  it  was  thah'in  key 
tixhistri^s  at  least  American  .... 
businesses  fought  their  ,  way 


V:  tfonul  move* 

toto^bomputMg  knd  Jto^fean 
‘  Telephone  dcyel- 

T'oped  the  traristeka*’<Md  Qten 
/stood  by  white  ^ibc^h  Afaltey 

•  Y6ok  ^  tk^bpnkfflbk^ TBCX'1 
stage)  has  gun^  ter  Mybnd  wha' 

/ he  conteitiptetek--'^  -v 

*  ,  Wb^ffu#  ^8  ta  prove  the 
as  a 

:  .  first  skqteh^’iir/^dimc® — The 
/ :  Endues’  Fr^n  ti^'hdve^votvec 
v.  into  pretty  gooff  map  of  the 
territory'  The  felitiorahipa 
botvvoemiSfl^ ^re^foh^kre  bettor 
•;  '  und^s^ckt^^  kfktha  pbsslbL 

■  ties  for  teff^odtoirtonlttetiorL 
.  Ti^  ^>ouEHiari,^  tltofes^vbs 
■'s&tfct .  A  fetik0 mere  finite;  the 

cbmp^ff  on  ^  a  litti 

jffofe  i^ten^LV.;' 

■  ..t  »■.  But, veterans  of ^.  hunctoed 
tefew.  whaUiap 

■puna  next  Sotof  giry  cxtoies- 

_  _ _ ^  _  tUhrough  wffh'a^tfi  bf  barbed 

5/ ;‘:v  'f^aLr^3:  airt^ .  iittte,- hi)  toy  dsy^opihent''dffa^^^  .  piece  of. J  wire,  or  a  ntotor  carydf  &" 
Frot^'KJ^*v ?*b.  'Pf* ^ ;to;n.ifv chthe  geth,  axkl  tt^'bff  to  the 

-r'r^S  agaiurTpd  froutter  is  for- 

. BtM’.sedrc^d'to' shrink  *!n" In :  1B42,*  'whfei ' ’  J^^Ver’ losing;  it  lesCstks  origi- 
:/  The  man,  wlA),  had  of  hik-1  bally  toiderstood.  Ail d bew  vis- 
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A  well- engineered  life 

IS  Vannevar  Bush  cievised  policies  tfrat  altered  our  jives 


^SOCUfED  PP£SV-v<C€  wc«LO  -  fbqm  :oO'-:  ^ 


Vannevar  Bush,  shown  here  in  19^2.  was  a  high-profile  engineer  during  World 
War  II. 


ENDLESS  FRONTIER:  Vannevar  Bush. 
Engineer  of  the  American  Century 
By  G.  Paschal  Zachary 
Free  /Ve-ss'.  490  pp..  SJJ.50 

Bv  Paul  Preuss 

CHAMPION  of  scientific  exper¬ 
tise  in  government.  Vannevar 
Bush’s  name  and  face  were  ail 
over  the  covers  of  Time  -n.d  Pomine 
and  Newsweek  in  Lhc  IfMOs,  but  today 
—  except  for  the  mistaken  impression 
that.  Bush  foresaw  the  personal  com¬ 
puter  and  die  Internet  —  few  remem¬ 
ber  him.  Wall  Street  Journal  reporter  C. 
Pascfui!  Zach:try  has  performed  a  valu¬ 
able  service  with  this  aiLmirabiy  de¬ 
tailed  biography  of  a  noon  who  not  only 
w  as  die  BOth  century's  leading  Ameri¬ 
can  engineer,  but  who  in  a  real  sense 
engineered  die  American  century. 

How  should  history  judge  a  naan  who 
described  many  of  features  of  the  PC  in 
19-15  and  inspired  the  pioneers  of  the 
personal  computing  movement,  but 
who  disparaged  digital  electronic  com¬ 
putation?  Bush  built  an  enormous  me¬ 
chanical  computer  of  brass  and  steel, 
known  as  a  differential  analyzer,  as  ear¬ 
ly  as  1931.  Although  he  helped  found 
Raytheon  in  192-1  to  manufacture  bet¬ 
ter  and  cheaper  electronic  tubes  for  ra¬ 
dios.  he  never. lost  his  affection  for  ana¬ 
log  computing  machines.  The  memory 
In  Bush's  proposed  desk-sized  “me- 
mex"  (never  built)  would  have  consist¬ 
ed  not  of  magnedc  tape  or  disks  but  of 
reels  of  microfilm. 

How  should  we  assess  the  vision  of 
someone  who  headed  NASA's  prede¬ 
cessor  organizauon.  the  National  Advi¬ 
sory  Committee  for  Aeronautics  (one 
of  his  first  acts  was  to  establish  a  re¬ 
search  center  in  Sunnyvale),  but  who 
thought  rocketry  w-as  a  waste  of  time 
and  did  his  best  to  discourage  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  satellites,  intercontinental 
ballistic  nussdes  and  moon  rockets0 

The  muddle  sears  of  the  century,  the 
years  of  World  Va r  fl  when  Bush  was 
at  has  acme,  were  a  fulcrum  for  our  na¬ 
tional  values.  our  self-image  and  our 
conception  of  ourselves  as  a  distinctive 
people  in  the  world.  Like  his  tunes, 
Bush  was  a  mass  of  questions  and  con¬ 
tradictions.  He  founded  the  Office  of 
Scientific  Research  and  Development 
(OSRD)  and  fought  savage  bureaucrat¬ 
ic  banJes  with  .Army  and  Navy  brass  to 
persuade  them  to  invest  la  weapons 


development  Because  of  Bush.  Ameri¬ 
can  radar  helped  sweep  U-boats  from 
the  sea,  and  the  proximity  fuze  made 
anti-aircraft  guns  and  aruilery  devasiat- 
ingly  effective. 

A  first  Bush  opposed  nuclear  re¬ 
search,  thinking  the  prospects  for  a 
bomb  "remote  from  a  practical  stand¬ 
point"  He  ended  up  bunching  the  Ar¬ 
my’s  Manhattan  Project  What  to  think 
of  a  man  who  advised  dropping  the 
bomb  on  Japan,  then  wanted  to  share 


nuclear  secrets  wdth  the  Soviet  Union 
—  and  who  stauncfily  opposed  the  d<'- 
velopment  of  the  K-lmmb? 

He  sounds  almost  Liberal.  Not  at  all. 
Bush  w-as  so  conservative  he  distrusted 
democracy.  Although  lie  was  one  of 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt’s  greatest 
admirers  and  closest  advisers,  he 
thought  the  president  should  be  re¬ 
lieved  of  his  burdens  by  delegating 
power  to  a  conunirtee  of  technical  ex¬ 
perts.  During  the  Communist  watch 


hunts  after  the  war.  Biish  Ruled  tij  de¬ 
fend  the  distinguished  scientist  E.U 
Condon,  imder  attack  by  the  House 
L’n-Americaiv  Activities  Uoiniuiiiee. 
noting  that  "Cbhiiuic  tiijiitnition  cuitsU- 
luirs  a  genuine  menace  in  ihis  cm  in- 

try’." 

A  Red  boiler,  then?  Not  that  e.i-y  He 
was  one  of  Roliert  Oppeitheiiiiei’s 
staunchest  defenders  al  the  l'iA|  .\HU 
security  hearings  mid  a  scathing  cntic 
of Joseph  McCarthy.  In  Ru>hn-- 
calleil,  "Good  Li  nil.  I  is  i  uket  I  with  I  (t  «  *- 
v  cr.  Tninuui.  Eismlmw »*r.  Km  isevelt. 
Kennedy.  ;uid  I  don't  think  .my  of  tlu-tu 
ever  knew  what  my  politieal  jilulos. ►. 
|)hy  was  or  were  in  ;uiy  way  ititerr.Med 
in  it.” 

Bom  in  ISbO  in  Chelsea  Mass.,  the 
son  of  a  Protestant  minister.  Bush  be- 
g;ui  Ills  inventing  career  while  a  stu¬ 
dent  at  Tufts  College,  where  lie  earned 
a  patent  un  a  sort  of  analog  computet 
mounted  on  a  wlieelbarrow.  a  survey¬ 
ing  device.  After  graduate  school  at  the 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Tecluiolugy. 
lie  eventually  became  a  professor 
there,  and  by  ml  he  was  MITs  vice- 
president.  Wasfungton.  D.U.  proved  to 
be  but  a  short  step  away. 

Bush  advocated  civilian  cotiirul  over 
military  research,  but  tliruugh  the 
OSKD  and  ocher  organizations  lie  did 
more  tlian  anyone  else  to  establish  the 
mililary-indiiscriaJ  complex.  After  the 
war.  liis  opixosicion  almost  sank  die  Na¬ 
tional  Science  Foundabon  and  the  civil- 
inn-controlled  Atomic  Energy  Commis¬ 
sion  (today's  Department  of  Energy)  — 
and  each  liad  been  his  own  brainchild! 
Biush  was  a  masterful  poiitici;ui  who 
could  Llureaten  and  cajole  and  occa- 
sionally  deceive  to  got  what  he  wanted, 
but  he  liari  nn  coustituency  except  ,s<  i- 
on lists  and  engineers;  having  lost  the 
supjKirt  of  younger  scientists,  lus  pow¬ 
er  quickly  slipped  away. 

Virtually  discorded  by  government 
leaders  after  World  War  II.  Bush  kept 
an  office  at  MET  and  died  at  home  m 
1974  at  the  age  of  S-4.  "In  hindsight, 
how  does  one  judge  Vannevar  Bush'.’" 
Zachary  asks.  "Right  or  wrong.'  Good 
or  bad'.’  Success  or  failure'.’  Such  qties- 
tious  ceoainly  would  strike  Bush  as  ab¬ 
surd.  ...  His  was  a  life  not  of  looking 
back,  but  of  charging  ahead."  Maybe  a 
full  reckoning  of  his  importance  isn’t 
possible.  Bush  himself  liked  to  say.  "It 
is  earlier  than  we  think.”  B 

Puifl  Pit  it. -vi'  lire  uoirl  is  "Seen/  Passu//- 
r  a  " 


Vannevar  Bush  set  up  a  laboratory  m  his  home  when  he  was  a  boy 
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sk  most  electrical  engineers  to 
^  list  who  did  most  to  shape  the 
rcond  half  of  the  20tH  century, 
i  few  are  likely  to  include  one  of  their 
ri:  Varibevar  Bosh,  professor  of  clecm- 
criginccring  ai  the  Massachusetts  In¬ 
nate  of  Technology  (MIT),  co-founder 
Raytheon  Corp.,  and  civilian  director 
the  massive  U.S.  R&D  effort  during 
orld  War  H.  Yet  the  devclop- 
ent  of  radar,  the  proximity  fuse, 
fective  anti-submarine  warfare, 
id  countless  other  innovations 
ayed  the  decisive  role  in  tipping 
ic  balance  of  the  war  to  the 
Hies  and,  in  the  longer  run,  in 
rcuring  democracy  as  the  pre- 
ninent  form  of  government  for 
idustrialized  states  at  the  close  of 
lis  century. 

Bush  was  born  in  1890  in  a 
jwn  just  north  of  Boston,  where 
is  father  was  a  Univcrsalist  minis- 
:r,  and  he  grew  up  in  a  nearby 
ommunicy  to  which  the  family  moved  in 
892.  He  was  a  strong-willed  young  man, 
Ath  a  'spark,  of  belligerency,'  who  from 
ime  to  time  endured  bouts  of  illness.  He 
howed  great  promise  in  mathematics 
md  science,  and  perhaps  just  as  impor- 
ant.  proved  adept  at  building  things  with 
iis  hands. 

Biographer  G.  Pascal  Zachary,  a  senior 
writer  for  the  Wall  Slrrrt  Journal ,  explains 
that  in  ’tinkering  in  his  basement,  Bush 
shared  an  activiry  with  many  brainy,  mid¬ 
dle-class  boys  around  the  country.  The  ro¬ 
mance  of  invention .. .was  contagious... 
[and]  Bush  realized  that  the  path  of  the 
inventor  offered  him  perhaps  the  only 
means  of  achieving  conventional  success 
without  sacrificing  his  maverick  leanings.’ 

In  1909,  when  Bush  graduated  from 
Chelsea  High,  he  was  an  independent- 
minded,  politically  conservative  middle- 
class  New  Englander.  He  was  ’impatient 
wuh  pomp,*  Zachary  reports,  an  ’outsider 
who  resented  the  elite  of  society  bur  hun¬ 
gered  for  recognition  too.’  He  went  to 
Tufts  University,  in  Boston,  where  he 
earned  bachelor's  and  master’s  degrees  in 
engineering.  On  one  occasion,  he  read 
the  textbook  for  a  course  in  advance  and 
asked  the  professor  if  he  could  cut  classes 
to  make  some  time  available  for  other 
things,  and  just  cake  the  final  exam  when 
it  occurred.  The  professor  instead  gave 
him  the  test  on  the  spot — Bush  passed 
and  was  granted  credit. 


After  working  briefly  at  General  Elec¬ 
tric  Co  ,  Bush  entered  a  docioral  program 
at  Clark  University  but  then  transferred 
to  MIT,  where  he  completed  a  thesis  in 
the  new  electrical  engineering  depart¬ 
ment  in  less  than  a  year.  In  i 9 i 6  He  ac¬ 
cepted  a  job  at  Tufts  and,  in  parallel,  took 
a  position  as  laboratory  director  for 
American  Radio  arid  Research  Corp. 
(Arrirad).  Three  years  iatcr  He  moved  to 
the  electrical  engineering  department  at 
MlT,  where  he  expanded  hts  program  of 
.  research  and  industry  consulting. 

Bush's  work  at  Arrirad  eventually  con- 
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tributed  to  the  establishment  of  a  new 
company,  Raytheon  Corp  ,  which  grew 
rapidly,  supplying  vacuum  rubes  for  the 
consumer  radio  market.  Bush  prospered 
along  with  it. 

In  1932  Karl  Compton.  MIT’s  new 
president,  made  Bush  vice  president  and 
dean  of  engineering.  While  the  position 
gave  him  wide  administrative  responsibil¬ 
ities  and  greater  exposure  on  the  national 
scene,  it  did  not  end  his  research  activi¬ 
ties  or  consulting.  Much  of  his  research  at 
MIT  focused  on  analog  mechanical  com¬ 
puting  machines  (termed  ’differential  cal¬ 
culators’)  and  on  'rapid  selectors’  for 
searching  large  physical  files  (such  as 
banks  of  microfilm). 

As  the  risk  of  war  grew  in  the  late 
1930s,  Bush  became  concerned  with  lay¬ 
ing  the  R&D  foundation  for  a  conflict 
whose  outcome,  he  believed,  would  be 
determined  by  technological  prowess.  He 
had  already  begun  to  expand  his  activi¬ 
ties  in  Washington,  D.C.,  when  in  early 
1939  he  was  named  to  head  the  pre¬ 
stigious  Carnegie  Institution  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  a  position  that  provided  the 
springboard  that  soon  vaulted  him  to  the 
pinnacle  of  power.. 

Bush's  appointment  in  1940  to  chair 
the  National  Defense  Research  Com¬ 
mittee  (NDRC),  which  was  later  trans¬ 
formed  into  the  powerful  Office  of  Scien¬ 
tific  Research  and  Development  (OSRD), 
resulted  from  vision,  good  ideas  advanced 


at  just  the  right  moment,  the  right 
friends,  and  superb  salesmanship  com- 
i|  bincd  with  technical  accomplishment 
;  arid  great  administrative  skill  Bush  built 
an  organization  that,  while  cbordiriaiing 
with  the  uniformed  military  services, 
defined  its  own  research  priorities  and 
ran  its  own  show  with  minimal  oversight 
by  the  President  and  Congress. 

Bush  pioneered  newrcoritractirig  meth¬ 
ods  that  mobilized  the  nation's  top  scien¬ 
tists  arid  engineers,  with  minimal  red 
tape,  to  address  key  problems,  often  in 
their  own  laboratories.  By  1 9-4 4  "OSRD 
was  spending  $3  million  a  week  on  6000 
researchers  at  more  than  300  industrial 
arid  university  labs "  This  count  docs  not 
include  the  building  of  the  atomic  bomb 
by  the  Manhattan  Project,  over  which 
Bush  had  responsibility  through  differ¬ 
ent  administrative  arrangements. 

Readers  unfamiliar  with  the  critical 
role  played  by  Bush  and  the  OSRD  in  the 
war  effort  will  find  the  central  150  pages 
of  Zachary’s  biography  an  exciting  and 
invaluable  introduction.  Details  of  Bush's 
skilful  wooing  and  bullying  of  military 
leaders  such  as  Admiral  Ernest  |.  King  are 
particularly  interesting  I  would  have  pre¬ 
ferred  a  few  more  technical  details,  but 
I  except  for  confusion  between  the  capabi- 
,  Iities  ol  the  German  V 1  and  V2  weapons, 
those  provided  arc  accurate. 

Accustomed  to  wielding  great  power 
wiih  remarkably  little  accountability,  in 
the  post-war  era  Bush  found  it  difficult  to 
adjust  to  the  rccmcrgencc  of  policics-as- 
usual  and  bureaucratic  regulation.  He 
strongly  supported  the  atomic  bomb  he 
had  helped  create,-  but  he  also  recognized 
that  the  bomb  had  changed  the  world, 
and  worked  hard,  if  without  much  suc¬ 
cess,  to  put  in  place  an  international  re¬ 
gime  to  manage  this  threat  to  security. 
On  the  other  hand,  he  was  slow  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  great  strategic  importance  of  bal- 
'  listic  missiles  and  the  military  uses  of 
space.  This  blind  spot  worked  to  erode  his 
standing  with  post-war  military  leaders. 

Bush  is  widely  credited  with  being  the 
father  of  the  social  contract  that  guided 
post-war  RitD  in  the  United  States.  He 
was  the  principal  author  of  the  report, 
"Science  the  Endless  Frontier.”  which  to¬ 
day  is  perhaps  the  most  venerated,  if 
rarely  read,  icon  in  Federal  science  and 
technology  policy  circles.  Zachary’s  ac¬ 
count  makes  it  clear  that  while  many  of 
the  ideas  that  led  to  the  post-war  system 
of  Federal  R&D  originated  with  Bush,  and 
with  OSRD  contracting  experience.  Bush 
by  no  means  deserves  all  the  credit.  In¬ 
deed.  his  strong  will,  plus  his  failure  to 
understand  the  changing  political  land 
scape,  did  much  to  delay  the  creation  of 
the  National  Science  Foundation 


In  Zachary’s  account.  Bush  is  an  im¬ 
mensely  impressive  man  to  whom  the 
country  and  the  Western  world  owe  a 
great  debt  of  gratiiude.  He  was  also 
human,  with  an  ego.  a  strong  and  some¬ 
times  abrasive  style,  arid  other  fallings 
and  limitations.  These  arc  recounted  with 
an  horiesry  chat  in  rid  way  detracts  from 
Bush’s  great  achievements  as  an  engineer, 
as  an  entrepreneur,  and  as  an  excellent 
Rib  administrator. 

Most  of  the  "big  names"  in  U  S.  sci¬ 
ence  and  technology  policy  have  started 
out  in  science,  especially  physics.  But  this 
fascinating  arid  wcH-wtihcri  biography  is 
a  reminder  that  ohe  of  the  greatest  of 
them  ail,  and  perhaps  the  most  influen¬ 
tial,  was  an  electrical  crigineef. 

Granger  Morgan  is  the  Lord  Chair  Professor 
of  Engineering  at  Carnegie  Mellon  Uni¬ 
versity,  Pittsburgh,  where  he  aiso  is  head 
of  the  department  of  engineering  arid 
public  policy  and  a  member  of  the  faculty 
in  electrical  and  computer  engineering. 
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15  November  1996 

Proposals  for  discussion,  at  Physics  Today  retreat 

The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table." 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff*  based  oil 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness*  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  The  proposals  address  issues  that  are 
very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they  are 
intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each  proposal 
is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection  during  the 
retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST. 


1.  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 

--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 


2 .  Openness . 

--  Recognize  that  ail  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process . 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3.  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff -based  information 
system . 

--  Reporter  gathers  and  disseminates  information  on 
progress  toward  agreed-upon  goals.  Not  intended  to 
replace  management's  information  system.  (Example: 
reporting  on  progress  toward  hiring  someone  to 
categorize  books.) 


Problem  resolution:  Editorial  and  other. 

--  Editorial  judgment:  Burden  of  proof  on  critic. 

--  In  disputes,  staff  members  are  encouraged  to  consult 
others  on  staff. 
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5.  Distribute  work  according  to  staff  interest-. 

--  Adjust  job  descriptions  of  yet- to-be-hired  editorial 
arid  secretarial  staff  members  'based  on  current  staff 
interests. 

6  .  Physics  Today  management  should  act  iri  a  way  that  leads 
staff  to  see  them  as  their  advocates  rather  than  as  the 
local  representatives  of  higher  management. 

--  Advocates  in  editorial  controversies. 

--  Advocates  in  annual  reviews. 

7.  Voluntary  staff  participation  in  hiring. 

--  Participate  in  writing  job  advertisements. 

--  Examine  resumes. 

--  Talk  to  candidates. 

--  Offer  recommendations. 

8 .  Take  affirmative  action  to  increase  diversity  of  Physics 
Today  staff. 

9.  Allow  staff  to  solicit  outlines  for  articles. 

10.  No  need  for  detailed  schedules. 


(Distribution:  All  PT  staff  and  managers.) 
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5  November  1997 


Marc , 


Thank  you  for  asking  me  to  meet  with  you  today  about  my 
statement  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  that  the 
magazine  has  failed  to  live  up  fully  to  its  claim  that  it  is 
an  affirmative-action  employer. 

I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  history  of 
the  issue  at  the  magazine  and  to  discuss  the  important 
difference  between  equal  opportunity  arid  affirmative  action. 

At  a  November  i996  Physics  Today  meeting,  some  of  Us  on 
the  staff  raised  the  issue  of  affirmative  action  and  the 
lack  of  diversity  at  the  magazine.  Several  weeks  earlier, 
one  of  the  Physics  Today  editors  had  submitted  his 
resignation,  thus  presenting  us  with  an  immediate- 
opportunity  to  work  toward  correcting  the  problem.  At  the 
meeting,  I  said  I  would  help  monitor  the  situation  in  the 
future,  as  did  Jean  Kumagai,  who  is  the  only  minority  among 
the  18  individuals  who  work  at  Physics  Today. 

On  14  April  1997  the  Physics  Today  staff  learned  that 
out  of  the  85  applicants  for  the  editorial  opening  at  the 
magazine,  three  had  been  selected  to  come  in  for  interviews 
--  all  white  males.  Among  the  85  applicants  were  a  number 
of  potentially  qualified  minorities  and  women.  Jean  and  I 
argued  that  if  Physics  Today  were  truly  committed  to 
affirmative  action,  it  would  also  bring  in  some  of  these 
applicants.  That  could  have  been  done  easily,  but  Charles 
Harris  and  Steve  Benka  refused,  saying  that  it  was  not  worth 
the  delay  of  a  week  or  so  that  it  would  cause.  We  felt  that 
this  revealed  Physics  Today7 s  priorities  (and  AIP's,  too, 
because  Charles  had  told  us  that  he  had  discussed  the 
institute's  affirmative  action  policy  with  Terri  Braun  after 
the  November  1996  staff  meeting) ,  and  that  affirmative 
action  clearly  was  low  on  the  list. 

The  decisive  factor  turned  out  to  be  that  while  Charles 
believes  in  equal  opportunity,  he  does  not  believe  fully  in 
affirmative  action.  He  told  me,  for  example,  that  he  would 
not  hire  a  minority  who  is  qualified  to  do  the  job  unless 
that  individual  was  more  qualified  than  all  84  of  the  other 
candidates.  Such  a  policy  can  lead  to  an  all-white  staff 
even  though  many  minorities  are  qualified  to  do  the  work. 

For  reasons  outside  of  our  immediate  control,  qualified 
minorities  are  less  likely  to  have  credentials  beyond  those 
needed  to  do  the  work.  Thus,  the  qualified  minorities  are 
passed  over  in  favor  of  white  applicants  who  have  such 
superfluous  credentials.  The  result  is  a  staff  that  doesn't 
look  like  the  population  of  people  who  are  qualified  to  do 
the  work.  Thus  the  Physics  Today  staff  does  not  look  like 
the  physics  community,  the  journalism  community,  the 
Washington  community  or  the  nation  as  a  whole.  As  long  as 
Physics  Today  fails  to  embrace  affirmative  action, 
minorities  will  continue  to  be  in  the  subset  of  applicants 
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deemed  qualified  to  do  the  job,  but  rarely  among  those 
actually  hired.  Thus  "equal  opportunity”  amounts  to  a  de 
facto  ''Whites  only"  hiring  policy  at  Physics  Today. 
Historically,  affirmative  action  was  instituted  to  overcome 
this  shortcoming  of  equal  opportunity. 

Charles  also  told  me  that  staff  diversity -is  of  no 
value  to  the  magazine  --  except  to  make  the  office  a  more 
interesting  place  to  work.  Therefore  the  fact  that  a 
particular  job  candidate  would  contribute  to  the  diversity 
of  the  staff  counts  for  nothing,  he  said. 

My  own  concern  about  affirmative  action  at  Physics 
Today  was  heightened  when  AIP  and  the  magazine  relocated 
from  New  York  City  to  College  Park  four  years  ago.  To  fill 
the  editorial  openings  created  by  the  move,  the  magazine 
hired  three  individuals,  all  white  males  --  Ray  Ladbury, 
Denis  Cioffi  and  Steve  Benka.  None  of  the  three  had  any 
journalism  experience,  but  the  magazine  was  willing  to  train 
them.  (One  could  view  this  as  an  affirmative  action  program 
for  white  males.)  If  the  magazine  is  willing  to  hire  and 
train  potentially  qualified  whites,  then  why  not  do  that  for 
minorities,  too? 

The  managers  at  Physics  Today  made  two  token  gestures 
in  response  to  the  pressure  that  we  applied:  They  told  a 
few  organizations  of  minority  scientists  about  the  job 
opening,  and,  after  they  filled  the  position  with  a  white 
male,  they  phoned  a  few  of  the  minorities  whom  they  had 
judged  to  be  "promising  candidates." 

Ever  since  my  disagreement  with  Charles  over 
affirmative  action  at  Physics  Today,  he  has  treated  me  a 
little  bit  like  an  unwelcome  troublemaker.  You  should  be 
able  to  verify  any  point  that  I  have  made  in  this  note 
without  attributing  it;  by  doing  it  that  way,  you  can  avoid 
exacerbating  this  problem. 
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..  July  ii,  1996 


TO: 

FROM: 


Theresa  C.  Bfatipp  ' 
Melinda  Underv/^oc 


SUBJECT:  Affirmative  Action- 1995 


Below  are  the  area  in  which  ATP  had  underutilization  in  1995: 

Senior  Managers  Female  and  Minority  Underutilization 

Senior  Professionals  Female  Underutilization 

Other  Professionals  Minority  Underutilization 

Let  me  know  if  you  want  to  develop  a  narrative  discussion  of  goals  for  the  Affirmative 

Action  Plan  for  1996-1997. 
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The  American  Institute  of  Physics-Discussion  of  Goals  f  1 995) 


After  analyzing  our  Affirmative  Action  plan  and  looking  at  the  utilization  analysis,  it  has  come  to 
the  attention  of  the  American  Institute  of  Physics  (ALP)  that  underutilization  of  minorities  and 
females  exist  in  the  following  job  group: 

Senior  Managers  (101)  Female  and  Minority 
Sr.  Professionals  (201)  Female 
Other  Professionals  (202)  Minority 

The  American  Institute  of  Physics  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  equal  opportunity 
employer.  Our  goals  for  increasing  utilization  of  the  above  groups  will  include: 

►  Broadening  the  scope  of  our  recruiting  efforts.  This  will  include  expanding  our  recruiting 
outlets  and  resources  such  as  utilizing  the  Internet,  Department  of  Labor,  and  community 
resources  for  job  postings. 

►  Exploring  diversity  training  and  continue  to  monitor  hiring  process.  AIP  is  looking  into 
offering  diversity  training  for  hiring  managers  and  supervisors. 

►  Examining  and  identifying  internal  candidates  for  open  positions  and  career  development. 
This  will  include  continuing  cross  job  training,  development  of  skills,  and  promotion  of 
existing  tuition  reimbursement  program. 
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RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 


A  .  Executive  Management:  Responsibility 


As  the  representative  of  executive 
Coordinator  has  primary  responsibility  and 
implementing,  directing  and  monitoring  this 


management,  the  EEC) 
accountabil i ty  for 
Affirmative  Action 


Plan . 

1.  Implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs  set 
forth  in  this  Plan,  including  the  development  of 
policy  statements  and  related  internal  and 
external  communication  procedures  to  disseminate 
those  policy  statements. 


2.  Developing  and  '  supervising  the  presentation  of 
our  equal  employment  opportunity  policy  during 
the  supervisory  training  and  new  employee 
orientation  programs,  which  may  include  question- 
and-answer  sessions  for  supervisors  and  employees 
answering  their  questions  about  this  Affirmative 
Action  Plan. 


3.  Designing  and  implementing  an  audit  and  reporting 
system  that  will  accomplish  the  following: 

(i)  Measure  the  effectiveness  of  our  affir¬ 
mative  action  programs. 

(ii)  Indicate  when  remedial  action  is 
needed . 

(iii)  Determine  the  degree  to  which  our  goals 
and  objectives  have  been  attained. 

4 .  Advising  management  and  supervisory  personnel  on 
developments  in  the  laws  and  regulations  govern¬ 
ing  equal  employment  opportunity. 

5.  Servinu  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and  all 
enforcement  agencies . 

6.  Identifying  problem  areas  and  establishing  goals 
and  objectives  to  remedy  underutilization  in 
major  job  groups,  if  any  underutilization  exists. 

7.  Conferring  with  community  organizations  repre¬ 
senting  women,  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled 
and  older  workers. 
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8.  Auditing  periodically  our  on-the-job  training, 
hiring  and  promotion  patterns  to  remove  impedi¬ 
ments  to  attainment  of  the  Company' s  goals  and 
obj  ect ives . 

9.  Rating  supervisory  employees  based,  in  part,  Upon 
their  efforts  and  success  in  furthering  the  goal 
of  equal  employment  opportunity,  and  informing 
supervisory  employees  of  this  evaluation 
practice . 

10.  Discussing  periodically  the  Company's  commitment 

to  equal  employment  opportunity  with  managers, 
supervisors,  and  employees.  During  these 

discussions,  the. .EEC,  Coordinator  will  stress  the 
importance  of  affirmative  action,  as  well  as 
nondiscrimination . 

11.  Reviewing  the  qualif icat ions  of  all  employees  to 
insure  that  minorities  and  women  are  given  full 
opportunities  for  transfers,  promotions  and 
training. 

12.  Providing  access  to  career  counseling  for  all 
employees. 

13.  Conducting  periodic  audits  to  ensure  that  the 
Company  is  in  compliance  with  federal  and  state 
laws  and  regulations  requiring: 

(i)  Proper  display  of  posters  explaining 
the  Company's  obligation  to  engage  in 
nondiscriminatory  employment  practices. 

(ii)  Integration  of  all  facilities  which  we 
maintain  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  our 
employees . 

(iii)  Maintenance  of  comparable  facilities, 
including  locker  rooms  and  rest  rooms, 
for  employees  of  both  sexes . 

(iv)  Providing  full  opportunity  for 
advancement  and  encouraging  minority 
and  female  employees  to  participate  in 
educational,  training,  recreational  and 
social  activities  sponsored  by  the 
Company . 

14 .  Counseling  supervisors  and  managers  to  take 
actions  necessary  to  prevent  harassment  of 
employees  placed  through  affirmative  action 
efforts  and  to  eliminate  the  cause  of  such 
complaints.  Further,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will 
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counsel  supervisors  and  managers  not  to  tolerate 
discriminatory  treatment  of  any  employee  by 
another  employee  or  supervisor  and  to  report  ail 
complaints  or  incidents  to  him. 

15.  Establishing  an  internal  complaint  system  that 
will  enable  employees  to  discuss  complaints  with 
the  EEC)  Coordinator  whenever  they  feel  that  they 
are  being  discriminated  against  on  the  basis  of 
race,  color,  religion,  sex,  national  origin, 
disability  or  veterans7  status. 

16  .  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and 
community  organizations  representing  minorities, 
women,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  older  workers. 

17.  Developing  expertise  and  knowledge  of  equal 
employment  opportunity  guidelines  and  regulations 
in  order  to  advise  and  update  top  management  and 
supervisory  personnel  concerning  developments 
affecting  our  equal  employment  opportunity 
program. 

B  .  The  Responsibilities  of  Supervisors  and  Managers 

All  supervisors  and  managers  must  share  in  the  day  to 
day  responsibility  for  implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs 
set  forth  in  this  plan.  Specifically,  they  must  endeavor  to: 

1  .  Respond  to  inquiries  about  our  Affirmative  Action 
and"  Equal  Employment  Policy,  after  consulting  * 
with  our  EEO  Coordinator. 

2.  Assist  our  EEO  Coordinator  during  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  allegations  of  discrimination. 

3 .  Participate  in  recruitment  and  accommodation 
efforts  designed  to  enable  disabled  individuals, 
disabled  veterans  and  others  to  secure  employment 
and  to  advance  to  positions  for  which  they  are 
qualified . 

4.  Ensure  that  all  federal  and  state  posters 
explaining  the  laws  prohibiting  discrimination 
are  properly  displayed. 

5.  Participate  in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  affirmative  action  programs. 


4-3 
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dissemination  of  equal  employment  POLICY 


I .  Internal  bisseminat ion 

The  Company  wili  take  the  following  actions  to 
disseminate  its  Affirmative  Action  arid  Equal  Employment  Policy,  as 
appropriate,  oh  a  regular  and  continuing  basis. 

A.  Including  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  Policy  statement  in  its  policy  manual  and 
employee  handbook,-  as  published.  A  copy  of  our  EEO  Policy,  which 
is  contained  in  our  Employee  Handbook,  is  attached  at  the  end  of 
this  section. 


B.  Meeting  with  supervisory  personnel  to  explain  the 
intent  of  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Policy  and 
their  individual  responsibilities  for  its  implementation.  We 
conducted  supervisory  training  for  all  management  about  equal 
employment  opportunity,  affirmative  action  and  sexual  harassment 
during  Plan  Year  1995  and  have  continued  the  training  into  Plan 
Year  1996.  We  have  attached  information  relating  to  our 
supervisory  training  at  the  end  of  this  section. 

C.  Scheduling  special  meetings  with  employees  or 
using  Company  newsletters  to  discuss  and  explain  individual 
employee  responsibilities  or  opportunities  under  the  affirmation 
action  program.  During  the  current  plan  year  we  will  be  conducting 


S  000574 


tra-ining  fop'ail  employees  about  oUi*  affirmative  action  program  and 
equal  employment  opportunity  in  the  workplace. 


D.  Discussing  our  equal  employment  policy  during  any 
orientation  programs  we  hold,  at  which  time  all  new  employees  (and 
if  applicable,  transferred  and  promoted  employees)  will  be  advised 
of  our  commitment  to  affirmative  action  and  equal  employment  oppor¬ 
tunity.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively  supporting  the 
employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  women  will  be 
explained  during  these  sessions.  During  these  orientation  sessions 
a  management  representative  from  various  areas  of  the  Company, 
including  Human  Resources,  explains  the  function  of  their 
department .  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively 
supporting  the  employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and 
women  are  explained  during  these  sessions.  We  have  attached  at  the 
end  of  this  section  an  "Overview  of  New  Employee  Orientation 
Process",  which  includes  a  copy  of  our  "New  Employee  Checklist," 
and  addresses  equal  employment  opportunity  and  affirmative  action 
in  the  workplace. 


E.  Posting  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employ¬ 
ment  Policy,  along  with  all  required  State  and  federal  informa¬ 
tional  posters,  on  our  bulletin  boards,  and  updating  such  posters 
as  required.  Our  "Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Policy  Statement",  "Invitation  to  Vietnam  Era  and 
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IDENTIFICATION  OF  PROBLEM  AREAS  (DEFICIENCIES) 
BY  ORGANIZATIONAL  UNIT  AND  BY  JOB  GROUP 


I .  UNDERUTILIZATION 

The  EEO  Coordinator  conducted  a  Utilization  Analysis 
for  the  1996  Plan  Year  in  which  she  compared  the  workforce 
representation  of  minorities  and  females  to  their  statistical 
availability  by  job  group.  The  Utilization  Analysis  led  the 
Company  to  identify  the  following  areas  of  Underutilization: 

Females  are  statistically  Underutilized  in  job 
groups  lOi  (Senior  Managers)  and  201  (Senior 
Professionals) . 

Minorities  are  statistically  underutilized  in  Job 
Group  202  (Other  Professionals  Technicians)  . 

The  Company  is  addressing  these  potential  problem  areas 
by  establishing  goals  which  we  will  attempt  to  achieve  through 
specific  action  oriented  programs,  which  are  described  in  the 
section  of  this  plan  entitled  "Action  Oriented  Programs."  Our 
Utilization  Analysis  and  Goals  are  contained  behind  the  tabs,  so 
named,  in  this  affirmative  action  plan. 

II.  ADVERSE  IMPACT 

To  determine  if  our  selection  procedures  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minorities  and  females  during  the  first  six 
months  of  our  1996  Plan  Year,  we  conducted  an  adverse  impact 
analysis  upon  our  selection  decisions.  We  compared  the  selection 
ratios  of  minorities  and  females  to  those  of  non-minorities  and 
males,  respectively,  in  the  areas  of  hiring,  promotion  and 
termination.  Through  this  analysis  we  discovered  no  areas  for 
this  time  period  of  statistically  significant  adverse  impact. 

As  a  result  of  our  adverse  impact  analysis,  we  examined 
each  of  the  selection  decisions  that  occurred  in  job  groups  where 
adverse  impact  was  discovered  as  described  in  the  Action  Oriented 
Programs  section  of  our  plan.  Furthermore,  a  full  impact  ratio 
analysis  of  our  selection  decisions  and  a  narrative  discussion  of 
the  legitimate  business  reasons  supporting  our  decisions  is  found 
behind  the  "Jaar  Analysis,  Impact  Ratio  Analysis  and  Placement 
Analysis"  tab. 

III.  IN  GENERAL 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will,  on 
an  annual  basis,  as  applicable,  identify  potential  problem  areas 
in  the  total  employment  process,  which  may  include  review  of  the 
following  areas : 

A.  Composition  of  the  workforce  by  minority  group  status 

and  sex. 
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B.  Composition  of  applicant  flow  by  minority  group  status 
and  sex. 

C.  Overall  employee  selection  process  including  position 
specif ications ,  application  forms,  interviewing 
procedures,  test  administration,  test  validity, 
referral  procedures,  final  selection  process,  and  other 
employee  selection  procedures. 

D.  New  hires,  promotions,  terminations ,  etc. 

E.  Utilization  of  training,  recreation  and  social  events 
and  other  programs  that  are  sponsored  by  the  Company. 

F.  Technical  phases  of  compliance  with  laws  prohibiting 
discrimination  in  employment  and  promoting  affirmative 
action  programs,  e.g.,  retention  of  applications , 
notifications  to  subcontractors ,  etc. 

G.  "Underutilization"  of  minorities  or  women  in  specific 
job  groups. 

H.  Lateral  or  vertical  movement  of  minority  or  female 
employees  occurring  at  a  lesser  rate  than  that  of  non¬ 
minority  or  male  employees. 

I.  The  selection  process  eliminating  a  significantly 
higher  percentage  of  minorities  or  women  than  -non¬ 
minorities  or  men. 

J.  Application  and  other  preemployment  evaluation  forms  or 
procedures  not  in  compliance  with  federal  or  state  law. 


K.  Position  descriptions  inaccurate  in  relation  to  actual 
functions  and  duties  of  that  particular  job. 

L.  De  facto  segregation,  by  race  or  sex,  existing  in  job 
titles  or  job  groups. 

M.  Seniority  provisions  contributing  to  overt  or 

inadvertent  discrimination  by  minority  group  status  or 
sex . 

N.  Non-support  of  our  affirmative  action  and  equal 

employment  programs  and  policies  by  managers, 

supervisors  or  employees. 

O.  Minorities  or  women  significantly  underrepresented  in 
training  or  career  improvement  programs . 

P.  Lack  of  formal  techniques  for  evaluating  effectiveness 
of  the  programs  set  forth  in  this  Plan. 
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From : 

To: 

Data  : 

Sub j  act : 


Susan  Funk 

SBENKA,  JBARXER.  GCOLLINS ,  PELLIOT ,  TFEDER ,  CHARRI .  .  . 
18  Sep  19  97  (Thu)  13.  :29 
Additional  Agenda  items... 


I  have  been  asked  to  e-mail  this  to  all  of  you . ' 


--  Susan 


Here  are  some  critical  topics  we  would  like  to  see  on  the  agenda  for  next  week's 
Content  Retreat. 


(1)  Revised  editorial  structure:  implementation  of  the  long-deferred  editorial  board 
to  increase  staff's  participation  in  editorial  function  and  decision  making. 

While  some  may  regard  this  as  “pro cess"  and  not  a  valid  part  of  this  "content* 
retreat,  this  step  is  essential  for  any  meaningful  changes  in  content  to  be 
successfully  implemented.  PT  has  a  highly  talented  staff  that  is  frustrated  by  the 
current  structure,  which  prevents  the  staff  from  making  a  significant  and  ongoing 
contribution  to  enhancing  the  magazine’s  quality.  Implementing  the  editorial  board  is 
the  best  way  to  make  the  magazine's  content  more  timely,  lively,  and 
interdisciplinary . 

All  the  editorial  staff  should  be  part  of  the  editorial  board. 

(2)  Revised  outlook:  an  outlook  that  is  more  independent,  more  daring,  more 
thought-provoking,  more  representative  of  diverse  views  in  the  physics  community,  more 
appealing  to  younger  readers,  more  responsive  overall  not  just  to  our  current  readers 
but  to  the  additional  readers  we  would  like  to  have,  more  competitive. 


(3)  Added  functions:  to  provide  a  forum  for  debate,  to  discuss  openly  issues  relevant 
to  the  physics  community  (including  controversial  or  contentious  ones),  to  underscore 
the  social  context  and  relevance  of  physics. 

(4)  Added  department:  creation  of  “reader  viewpoint*  feature  in  which  PT  publishes 
reader  responses  to  questions  formulated  by  the  staff. 

How  this  would  work:  In  one  issue  we  publish  the  topic  on  which  we  want  readers  to 
give  their  opinions .  In  a  later  issue,  we  publish  a  representative  sampling  of  those 
opinions.  Such  a  feature  would  create  a  lot  of  reader  interest  and  could  play  a 
valuable  role  in  the  society  of  physicists.  Our  topics  and  the  subsequent  opinions 
could  become  the  talk  of  physics  coffee  rooms  and  pre-colloquium  gatherings. 

(5)  Revised  departments:  discontinue  reporting  of  awards  and  job  changes. 

The  undersigned  believe  that  it  is  essential  that  these  topics  be  discussed  at  the 
content  retreat. 

Judy  Barker,  Graham  P.  Collins,  Chas  Day,  Paul  Elliott,  Toni  Feder,  Jean  Kumagai , 
Elliot  Plotkin,  Jeff  Schmidt. 
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16  March  1998 


Dear  Graham, 

At  the  Physics  Today  staff  meeting  on  3  March,  the 
editor  announced  your  upcoming  departure  and  called  it 
simply  '’the  big  hews  j  "  We  found  that  characterization 
offensively  neutral.  The  resignation  of  a  dedicated ,  long¬ 
time  staff  member  is  not  j  list  "news"  ;  it  is  a  huge  loss  for 
both  the  staff  and  the  readers  of  the  magazine,  and  it  is  a 
failure  oh  the  part  of  the  magazine.  We  are  extremely  sorry 
you  are  leaving  Physics  Today. 

The  fact  that  those  in  charge  are  not  encouraging  you 
to  reconsider  is  consistent  with  their  behavior  toward  you 
over  the  months,  and  it  leads  us  to  believe  that  they  are 
not  100%  unhappy  about  your  resignation.  We  think  they  are 
fully  aware  and  appreciative  of  your  extraordinary 
dedication  and  hard  work.  But  we'  think  they  nevertheless 
have  mixed  feelings  about  your  presence  on  the  Physics  Today 
staff  because  you  have  been  an  outspoken  voice  for  change  at 
the  magazine.  We  share  your  frustration  over  management's 
continued  resistance  to  badly  needed  improvements,  and  so  we 
find  your  decision  to  resign  quite  understandable. 
Nevertheless,  we  are  sorry  to  lose  you. 

Of  course,  driving  away  people  who  point  out  problems 
will  make  for  a  seemingly  smoother  operation.  But  such 
maintenance  of  appearances  comes  at  a  very  high  price, 
because  problems  that  are  not  clearly  exposed  cannot  be 
adequately  addressed  or  corrected.  We  have  all  seen  this  in 
the  grossly  mismanaged  effort  to  prepare  the  50th 
anniversary  issue  of  the  magazine.  After  each  of  the  many 
meetings  that  we  have  had  on  this  special  issue  --  meetings 
at  which  staff  suggestions  have  been  routinely  ignored  and 
important  decisions  routinely  deferred  --  staff  members  have 
whispered  to  each  other  privately,  in  the  strongest  possible 
terms,  about  the  absurd  amount  of  time  and  money  being 
wasted.  Nearly  everyone  agrees  that  the  effort  is  being 
grossly  mismanaged,  but  because  no  one  has  felt  safe  enough 
to  bring  the  matter  out  into  the  open  at  a  meeting,  there 
has  been  no  real  discussion  of  how  the  effort  could  be 
better  organized  and  executed.  And  so  after  all  this  time 
the  managers  have  done  nothing  to  improve  the  way  it  is 
being  managed. 

During  the  past  year,  Physics  Today  management  has 
moved  toward  a  more  repressive  work  environment  and  toward  a 
love - it -or- leave- it  policy.  As  you  know  all  too  well,  there 
is  now  much  less  pretense  that  "improve  it"  is  a  realistic 
option.  Management  has  become  suspicious  of  anything  that 
could  lead  to  change,  and  they  act  against  it  no  matter  what 
the  cost  to  morale  or  to  the  readers  and  the  physics 
community.  Take,  for  example,  Steve  Benka's  recent  order 
forbidding  private  conversations  between  staff  members  at 
work  and  declaring  that  all  conversations  between  staff 
members  must  be  open  to  management  supervision.  Although 
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Charles  Harris  later  told  someone  oil  the  staff  that  this 
totalitarian  measure  would  not  be  enforced,  it  has  not  been 
officially  retracted,  and  so  the  chill  remains. 

Almost  foUr  months  ago  the  Physics  Today  advisory 
committee  warned  that  "PT  could  -experience  severe  losses  in 
its  editorial  staff  if  morale  issues  are  not  being  addressed 
or  are  being  addressed  in  a  cursory  mariner .  This  issue 
needs  continued  and  heightened  attention  from  management.” 
Physics  Today  management  chose  to  ignore  this  warning,  and 
now  with  your  departure  we  are  suffering  the  predicted 
consequence.  (The  magazine's  loss  of  Susan  Funk,  who 
quietly  cleaned  out  her  desk  on  Friday  6  March  and  never 
came  back,  was  also  the  result  of  frustration,  we  think, 
with  the  impediments  to  fashioning  her  editorial  assistant 
position  into  something  more  than  a  dead-end  job.) 

Those  in  charge  should  not  forget  that  Physics  Today  is 
a  trust  of  the  physics  community.  To  needlessly  lose 
dedicated  and  experienced  staff  members,  especially  those 
who  make  the  extra  effort  to  improve  the  magazine  and  the 
workplace,  is  to  squander  the  physics  community's  valuable 
resources . 

We  hope  some  way  will  be  found  to  keep  you  at  Physics 
Today,  although  we  realize  that  this  is  unlikely  to  happen. 
We  have  been  fortunate  to  have  you  as  a  colleague,  and  we 
gained  much  from  your  honesty  and  insight.  We  hope  you  keep 
up  the  spirit  in  whatever  you  do. 
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From: 

To: 

Date : 

Sub j  ©ct : 


Stephen  Benka 
ALL-PT 

17  Nov  1996  (Sun)  18:24 
Job  Security 


TO:  All  PT  Staff 
FROM:  Steve  Benka 

SUBJECT:  Job  Security 


Item  number  1  on  the  anonymous  agenda  expresses  concern  about  speaking  one's  mind. 

Nobody’s  job  will  be  jeopardized  by  speaking  freely  and  airing  their  views  on  matters 
Pertinent  to  the  magazine.  I  actively  encourage  the  expression  of  views  that  may 
differ  from  my  own.  It  is  by  pooling  all  of  our  individual  experience,  all  of  our 
individual  creativity,  all  of  our  individual  ideas  and  resources  that  we  can  get  to 
the  root  causes  of  our  concerns,  and  find  solutions.  Freedom  to  talk  to  each  other 
about  them  is  essential.  I  caution  us  all,  however,  to  focus  our  energies  and 

discussions  on  the  issues  -  not  on  the  personalities  involved.  Certainly  personal 

attacks  are  not  productive. 

I  repeat.  The  retreat,  and  Physics  Today  in  general,  is  a  'safe'  place  for  such 
discussions. 

There  are,  however,  no  guarantees  of  lifetime  employment  at  AIP  for  any  of  us,  from 
the  Publisher  on  down  (and  up)  .  We  all  have  jobs  to  do,  and  we  must  do  them  well. 
Basing  job  security  on  job  performance  is  sound.  That  won't  change. 
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the  opportunity  to  help  shape  the  magazine,  but  are  also  provided  a  safety  net?  Whether  we 
resent  it  or  not,  PHYSICS  TODAY  is  still  the  prime  reason  for  membership  in  our  member 
societies,  and  as  Kumar  Patel  has  pointed  out,  any  change  in  PHYSICS  TODAY  makes  our  member 
societies  very  nervous.  Witness  the  task  force  that  has  just  been  formed  at  APS  to  evaluate 
Physics  Today. 

Anyway,  after  a  lengthy  conversation  with  Graham  Collins  and  some  subsequent  speaks 
with  Steve  Benka,  here  are  some  suggestions  that  I  came  away  with  that  should  improve  our 
working  environment  and  might  even  produce  a  better  magazine: 

9  Monthly  general  meetings.  My  record  on  this  is  not  good,  but  I  think  we  now  have  a 
simple  mechanism  to  insure  they  take  place:  schedule  the  next  one  at  the  end  of  this  one. 

All  of  the  staff  are  expected  to  attend.  They  last  two  hours.  Anyone  can  suggest  items  for 
the  agenda.  The  group  determines  the  agenda,  but  time  limits  must  be  set.  The  majority 
must  be  mindful  of  the  rights  of  those  holding  minority  points  of  view.  Decorum  must  be 
courteous  and  respectful.  Issues  that  cannot  be  addressed  or  resolved  within  allotted  time 
limits  may  be  held  over  to  future  meetings.  Management  must  always  reserve  the  right  to 
make  fmal  decisions,  but  must  be  mindful  of  the  collective  will  of  the  staff. 

•  Basic  rules  of  conduct.  No  biting,  no  rabbit  punches,  no  hitting  below  the  belt,  no 

disruptive  behavior,  no  individual  or  collective  intimidation.  While  we  can't  guaranteed 
life  employment — performance  reviews  are  still  the  responsibility  of  those  with 
management  responsibilities,  and  continued  employment  is  based  on  satisfactory 
performance — the  staff  should  be  free  to  engage  in  constructive  criticism  and  discussion 
without  fear  of  retribution. 

®  Polled  responses  to  new  ideas  and  suggestions.  We  do  it  for  cartoons;  why  not  do  it  for 
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4  February  1998 
Hi  Graham, 

It  sounds  like  you  are  in  a  great  place,  a  different 
world  physically  and  in  spirit.  News  travels  fair  arid  fast, 
and  so  1  see  that  you  already  know  that  your  coworkers  have 
been  treated  to  a  "down  under"  experience  of  a  very 
different  sort.  The  description  of  events  that _ you  received 
was  a  good  one,  in  my  opinion,  and  shows  the  skills  of  a 
good  reporter.  I'll  give  you  my.  report  here,  because  it 
contains  some  additional  information. 

On  Thursday  22  January  1998  I  met  with  Charles  Harris 
to  ask  him  to  get  Stephen  Benka  off  my  case .  Benka  had  been 
pressuring  me  to  stop  doing  anything  that  takes  up  any 
support  staff  time  at  all.  I  told  Harris  that  support  staff 
can  contribute  a  lot  to  making  the  editorial  work  go  well, 
and  that  his  apparent  new  policy  for  support  staff  work  -- 
that  it  should  give  priority  to  advertising  and  other 
revenue -producing  work  over  editorial  work  --  was  bad  for 
the  magazine.  When  Judy  was  part  of  the  support  staff,  most 
of  her  time  was  shifted  to  the  Buyers'  Guide,  which  was  '» 
brought  in-house  to  save  money.  Now  they  are  shifting  more 
and  more  of  Rita's  time  to  advertising  work.  And  they 
aren't  replacing  the  lost  editorial  support.  Instead,  they 
are  pressuring  editorial  staff  to  take  on  more  work. 
Management  philosophy  seems  to  be:  Why  pay  $15  an  hour  for 
clerical  work  when  you  can  pay  $30?  Their  real  philosophy, 
of  course,  is  simply  to  get  the  editorial  staff  to  do  more. 

I  told  Harris  that  behind  all  this  is  the  way  his 
salary  is  structured  --  tied  to  reducing  the  magazine's 
budget  deficit.  To  my  claim  that  his  salary  structure  is 
distorting  our  priorities,  he  said  that  he  doesn't  always  do 
what  is  best  for  his  salary.  As  proof,  he  pointed  out  that 
we  usually  don't  run  four  feature  articles  in  the  magazine. 
He  then  quickly  changed  the  subject,  realizing,  I  think, 
that  he  has  never  revealed  that  his  salary  is  tied  to  upping 
our  output  to  four  articles  per  month.  By  the  way,  over  my 
objection  (and  over  Bert's  indication  of  support  for  my 
objection),  they  are  running  four  substantial  feature 
articles  in  the  March  issue,  even  though  we  have  no  backlog 
and  no  additional  staff.  The  other  day  Harris  broke  new 
ground  in  his  privileging  of  advertising  over  editorial  by 
bringing  his  advertising  manager  to  an  editorial  meeting  and 
letting  the  needs  of  advertising  set  the  agenda.  They 
forced  the  meeting  to  make  a  big  editorial  decision  after 
very  little  discussion,  for  the  sake  of  advertising.  Warren 
objected  strongly;  Gloria  called  it  "bullying." 

Harris  told  me  that  he  is  open  to  hiring  more  support 
staff,  but  that  we  would  have  to  discuss  it  first  at  a  staff 
meeting,  possibly  the  next  one.  I  told  him  that  some  of  us 
thought  we  had  already  discussed  it  at  length  at  staff 
meetings  and  that  the  need  was  clear. 

Overall,  Harris  said  that  he  wasn't  inclined  to  give  me 
much  consideration,  because  of  my  organizing  activity  last 
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year.  And  he  mentioned  your  name  here  too,  Graham,  as 
another  unforgivable  transgressor.  ''You  tried  to  get  me 
fired,  ,j  he  said,  speaking  either  about  me  alone,  or  about 
you  and  me,  or  about  all  those  involved.  I  said 'that  isn't 
true  i  He  said  that  if  I  believe  that,  'then  I  must  be  very 
naive.  And  his  attitude  indicated  that  he  doesn't  think  I 
believe  that  and  that  he  doesn't  want  to  even  consider  the 
possibility  that  I  do.  1  think  he  wants  to  believe  that  I 
tried  to  get  him  fired,  because  according  to  his  value 
system  that  would  give  him  both  the  desire  and  moral  right 
to  fire  me  or  drive  me  out,  which  now  appears  to  be  his 
agenda . 

In  pursuit  of  that  agenda,  Harris  appears  to  have  given 
Benka  license  to  go  after  me  and  maybe  all  of  management's 
perceived  enemies  on  the  staff.  Around  6  pm  on  Wednesday  28 
January  1998,  I  was  in  my  office  talking  to  Toni  on  the 
telephone  when  Benka  opened  the  door  and  asked  rudely  and 
sarcastically  if  I  was  talking  to  one  of  our  authors.  I 
said,  "No,  I'm  talking  to  a  coworker,  Toni."  He  acted  as  if 
he  already  knew  that.  He  stepped  further  into  my  office-  and 
Baid  that  he  wanted  in  on  our  conversation.'  I  found  this  ■ 
shocking,  of  course,  and  unprecedented.  I  switched  Toni  to 
the  speakerphone  and  told  her  that  Steve  was  here  and  wanted 
to  be  in  on  our  conversation.  She  sounded  equally  shocked. 
Benka  suggested  that  she  come  over  to  my  office,  and  she 
said  OK.  Without  saying  anything,  I  walked  out  of  my  office 
and  into  the  open  area  of  desks  just  outside,  and  Benka 
followed.  I  did  this  to  make  room  for  Toni  and  to  get  some 
physical  distance  between  myself  and  a  former  post  office 
employee  who  was  clearly  behaving  very  strangely.  Toni 
arrived  quickly. 

Benka  asked  me  and  Toni  what  we  had  been  talking  about 
on  the  telephone.  I  thought  his  question  was  way  out  of 
line,  but  I  nevertheless  told  him:  We  had  been  discussing 
the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics  Today.  (That 
is  ironic,  because  'every  May-issue  meeting  that  Benka  has 
been  a  part  of  has  been  a  disaster.  Virtually  every  member 
of  the  staff  thinks  that  that  issue  has  been  badly 
mismanaged,  and  no  one  thinks  that  yet  another  meeting  with 
Benka  is  the  way  to  generate  the  ideas  that  the  magazine 
desperately  needs  to  salvage  it.)  But  after  giving  that 
short  answer,  I  said  that  the  important  question  is  why  he 
was  trying  to  barge  in  on  our  conversation. 

He  said  that  he  is  forbidding  all  private  conversations 
between  staff  members  at  work.  From  now  on,  all 
conversations  between  staff  members  must  be  open  to 
management  supervision,  he  said.  When  I  asked  him  why,  he 
referred  to  the  organizing  activity  that  took  place  last 
year  and  said  that  he  doesn't  want  that  to  happen  again. 

(He  and  Harris  have  no  doubt  that  I  played  a  leading  role  in 
that.)  This  looked  like  a  retaliatory  and  repressive  policy 
aimed  more  at  me  than  at  the  rest  of  the  staff,  and  so  I 


S  000753 


3 


asked  him  whether  or  not  it  applies  to  everyone.  He  said  it 
does.  I  didn't  believe  him  (blit  I  didn't  say  that  I  didn't 
believe  him) ,  and  so  I  pressed  him  three  or  four  times  to 
say  whether  or  not  he  was  going  to  announce  the  new  policy 
to  the  rest  of  the  staff.  His  final  statement  was  that  he 
knows  that  1  want  to  know  that . 

Of  course,  even  if  the  new  repressive  policy  is  not 
formally  announced,  no  one  can  afford  to  take  a  chance  on 
violating  it  --  especially  Toni  and  me,  to  whom  it  was 
announced  formally.  (Paul  got  a  semi-formal  announcement, 
as  the  discussion  took  place  right  outside  his  door,  which 
was  open  at  the  time.)  News  of  management's  dim  view  of 
private  conversations  has  spread  throughout  the  staff  by  way 
of  --  yes,  you  guessed  it  --  private  conversations. 

Even  though  Benka's  Gestapo-like  enforcement  of  the  new 
policy  was  very  frightening,  in  the  middle  of  it  all  Toni 
managed  to  point  out  that  we  don't  have  the  bi-weekly  Q&A 
meetings  anymore.  If  management  wants  to  know  what  the 
staff  is  concerned  about,  they  can  have  such  meetings  rather 
than  monitor  our  conversations.  Benka  ignored  her:  I  think 
Toni's  idea  is  a  good  one  and  should  be  among  our  arguments 
and  suggestions. 

About  half  an  hour  before  Benka  busted  up  the  telephone 
conversation  between  Toni  and  me,  he  did  something  that  in 
retrospect  was  clearly  part  of  the  new  repression  but  at  the 
time  felt  merely  strange  and  creepy.  I  had.  stopped  by 
Toni's  office  to  give  her  a  newspaper  article  that  I  thought 
might  interest  her.  It  was  about  the  Clinton/Lewinsky 
affair,  which  we  had  discussed  earlier  in  the  day.  The 
article  was  a  brief  historical  survey  showing  that 
presidents  who  cheated  on  their  wives  were  more  likely  to 
lie  to  the  public  as  well,  justifying  public  interest  in 
this  sort  of  thing.  Toni  and  I  discussed  the  article 
briefly  and  then  discussed  the  50th  anniversary  issue. 

During  the  latter  discussion,  Benka  opened  the  door  to 
Toni's  office,  entered  the  room  and  asked  if  he  could  join 
in  the  conversation.  This  seemed  very  strange,  of  course, 
especially  because  he  did  not  know  what  we  were  talking 
about.  Toni  was  perfectly  polite  in  spite  of  Benka's  rude 
entry.  She  pointed  out  the  article  that  I  had  brought  by, 
dutifully  restarting  our  conversation  about  it  from  the 
beginning  for  Benka.  The  three  of  us  discussed  the  issue 
for  a  while,  during  which  Toni  and  I  were  treated  to  editor 
Benka's  view  that  the  press  should  know  its  place  and  not 
try  the  president.  It  was  an  awkward  discussion,  because  I 
and  maybe  Toni  (she  can  speak  for  herself)  were  not  really 
interested  in  speaking  with  Benka.  When  we  finished  the 
discussion,  Benka  showed  no  sign  of  leaving  Toni's  office. 

He  indicated  in  a  subtle  but  clear  way  that  he  would  not 
leave  first.  This  was  not  only  bizarre,  but  also  had 
something  of  an  ugly  edge  to  it.  Although  we  had  no  idea 
what  was  going  on,  Toni  and  I  acted  quickly  to  undo  the 
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situation  --  she  by  immediately  announcing  that  she  had  work 
to  do,  and  I  by  quickly  leaving  the  room.  Ber.ka  and  I  then 
spoke  about  feature  articles  for 'ten  minutes  or  so  at  his 
office.  That  conversation  consisted  of  me  detailing  for  him 
all  the  progress  I  had  made  on  a  number  of  articles.  The 
discussion  was  pleasant,  although  not  really  necessary,  and 
he  acted  pleased  and  calm  throughout.  However;  when  we 
finished  talking,  1  Walked  toward  Toni's  office,  and  Ber.ka 
followed  me.  He  asked  if  I  Was  going  to  Toni's  office,  and 
I  said  yes.  He  asked  if  he  couid  come  along.  By  that  time 
he  had  already  followed  me  most  of  the  way  to  her  office.  I 
told  him  that  she  and  I  were  in  the  middle  of  a  conversation 
that  we  had  started  earlier  in  the  day,  and  that  it  would 
take  too  long  to  fill  him  in  on  all  the  background.  We 
discussed  this  briefly,  and  he  finally  suggested  that 
neither  one  of  us  go  to  Toni's  office.  I  didn't  say 
anything  one  way  or  the  other,  and  he  went  back  to  his 
office.  I  noticed  a  box  nearby  containing  copies  of  the 
latest  issue  of  the  magazine;  I  took  one  and  went  back  to  my 
office.  Later,  when  Toni  and  I  spoke  on  the  telephone  about 
the  50th  anniversary  issue,  we  began  our  conversation  by 
trying,  without  success,  to  figure  out  our  supervisor's 
mysterious  and  disturbing  behavior  earlier. 
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From: 

Stephen  Berlka 

To: 

Jeff  Schmidt 

Date: 

8/19/99  7:09pm 

Subject: 

First  thoughts  on  your  response  to  the  review 

Jeff, 

Because  you  didn't  have  time  to  discuss  your  response  to  your  review  when  you  gave  it  to  me,  here  are  my  initial 
thoughts  on  the  inaccuracies  that  you  perceive.  Let's  discuss  this  further  as  soon  as  possible. 


Your  example  #1 :  You  neglected  to  mention  that,  initially,  you  had  wanted  to  count  Goldstein  as  one  long  article,  not 
two.  However,  because  you  had  completed  Goldstein  within  the  previous  review  cycle,  and  because  you  were  two 
full  articles  short  of  your  already  reduced  (because  of  your  cancelled  paternity  ieave)  production  goal  for  last  year, 
we  counted  them  as  two  and  included  them  in  that  cycle.  This  ensured  that  you  would  receive  an  "acceptable"  rating, 
which  was  clearly  in  your  best  interest. 

Each  editor  who  worked  on  decadal  excerpts  for  the  anniversary  issue  did  the  equivalent  of  one  full  article’s 
work  in  his  or  her  decade.  There  would  be  no  reason  to  count  yours  otherwise,  except  that  your  work  on  your  decade 
had  to  be  largely  redone  by  someone  else. 

As  of  today,  to  my  knowledge,  the  Will  article  is  not  yet  completed.  If  it  were,  I  would  count  it  as  an  article 
completed  within  this  review  period. 


Your  example  #2:  You  are  right  that  I  should  have  discussed  the  change  of  weights  with  you.  I  apologize  for  not 
having  done  so.  Let’s  discuss  and  agree  on  your  job  description  as  soon  as  possible. 


Your  example  #3:  My  description  is  accurate. 

Your  example  #4:  Your  appeal  to  Charles  Harris,  Theresa  Braun,  and  James  Stith  was  the  proper  procedure  to 
follow.  However,  as  we  discussed  earlier  today  (and  at  other  times),  your  surreptitious  circulation  of  your  response  to 
the  staff  was  entirely  inappropriate. _ _ _ _ 


I  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which  member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have  discussed  this  year’s  review  with. 
-Steve 
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From:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schrriidt@jUno.com> 

Received:  (from  jeff-schmidt@jilno.com) 

by  m4.jersey.jurio.com  (qiieUemaii)  id  EJGYUQBF;  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:04:47  EDT 
Return-path:  jeff-schrriidt@juno.com 

To:  iugehboid@juno.com,  tfeder@wam.umd.edu,  jak@interport.net 

Cc:  jeff-schmidt@jUno.com 

Date:  Fri,  20  Aug  1 999  14:04:47  EDT 

Subject:  Naming  names 

Message-iD:  < i  9990820. 1 40725. 1 595  i  .O.jeff-schmidt@juho.com> 

X-Statils:  Read 
X-Maiier:  juno  l  .49 

Hi  Paul,  Toni  and  Jean, 

I  just  sent  the  message  below  to  Warren.  I  don't  know  if  he  will  get  it  before 
Tuesday,  when  he  is  next  in  the  office.  As  you  will  see,  it  applies  to  you,  too, 
but  l  thought  it  would  be  best  to  keep  the  message  to  Warren  separate.  (Please 
be  careful  not  to  mention  his  name  in  the  context  of  this  stuff.)  Any 
suggestions  or  offers? 

Jeff 


Hi  Warren, 

My  discussion  with  Steve  Benka  about  my  performance  review  took  place 
yesterday  afternoon  (Thursday  19  August  1999).  It  went  more  or  less  as  expected 
(he  basically  didn't  budge),  except  for  one  thing:  He  indicated  that  what  he 
said  about  me  in  the  review  was  confidential.  At  first  I  took  that  to  mean  that 
the  review  was  confidential  like  a  doctor's  report,  which  goes  only  to  the 
patient,  to  protect  the  patient's  privacy.  But  it  quickly  became  clear  that  what 
he  meant  was  that  he  didn't  want  me  to  tell  anyone  what  he  said  about  me  in  the 
review  -  for  his  protection,  not  mine. 

I  responded  by  saying  that  most  of  the  staff  doesn't  understand 
"confidential"  to  mean  that  they  are  forbidden  to  talk  about  their  reviews  (it  is 
often  necessary  to  talk  about  a  review  to  check  its  accuracy),  and  I  pointed  out 
that  they  commonly  discuss  such  things  with  their  coworkers.  Besides,  I  said,  in 
this  case  it’s  too  late,  because  I  have  already  discussed  it  with  a  coworker 
(more  than  one,  actually),  and  I  didn't  ask  that  person  not  to  discuss  it  with 
others.  So  lots  of  people  could  know  about  it  by  now  (I'm  sure  they  do). 

Benka  appeared  to  be  genuinely  surprised  and  disturbed  that  people  talk  to 
each  other  about  these  things.  I  told  him  that  I  was  surprised  that  he  was 

suprised.  I  said  that  lots  of  people  here  talk  to  each  other  about  everything,  §  000768 

and  that's  a  good  thing  —  it’s  a  sign  of  closeness.  He  was  also  disturbed  that 

1  had  discussed  the  review  with  a  coworker,  and  he  asked  me  to  tell  him  who  it 

was.  (I  won't  do  that,  of  course.)  I  said  that  I  didn’t  want  to  get  anyone  in 

trouble.  He  indicated  that  he  still  wanted  to  know.  So  I  offered  to  ask  the 

person  if  it  would  be  ok  to  mention  his  or  her  name.  At  the  end  of  the  meeting, 

Benka  said  again  that  he  wanted  to  know  who  it  is.  And  a  few  hours  later,  at  the 
end  of  a  not-very-interesting  e-mail  message  to  me  about  other  aspects  of  the 
review,  he  wrote  this: 
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>1  stili  wouid  like  you  to  te j i  me  which 
>member  or  members  of  the  staff  yoli  have 
>discussed  this  year's  review  with. 

>— Steve 

So  1  aril  now  contacting  aii  the  people  whom  I  think  know  about  rriy  review,  to 
get  their  ideas  oil  what  i  should  teil  Beiika. 


Jeff 


_ _ _ Get  the 

Internet  just  the  way  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail,  and  free  Internet 
access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web:  http://dl.wwAv.juno.com/dynoget/tagj. 
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From:  Toni  Feder  <tfeder@warn.Lirhd.edu> 

Received:  from  mx2.jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.34 .54]) 
by  m4. jetsey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555HGZAWjHMDS 
for  <jeff-schrriidt@j uno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@warri.Umd.edu>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  M:22:i5  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  mx5.boston.juno.com  (mx5.bostori.jUrio.com  [205.23 1 .100.53]) 
by  rrix2.jersey.jurio.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555HGZATTN59j 
for  <jeff-schrnidt@jiirio.corri>  (sender  <tfeder@wairi.tiirid.edu>); 

Fri,  20  AUg  1999  14:22:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wilsori.acpub.duke.edu  (wiisori.acpUb.duke.edu  [i 52.3.233.69]) 
by  mx5.bostori.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555PIGZAKSV2Y2 
(sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1 999  1 4:22: 1  5  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wam.umd.edu  (ajsync249-51.async.duke.edu  [152.3.249.51]) 

by  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (8.8.5/Duke-4.6.0)  with  ESMTP  id  OAA02801 ; 
Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:22:1 1  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Reply-To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jefT-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  lugenbold@juno.com  Jak@interport.net 
Date:  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:25:15  -0400 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <37BD9D7F.A57F1 6F9@wam.umd.edu> 

References:  <1  9990820. 1 40725. 1  595  1 .O.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 

X-Mailer:  Mozilla  4.04  (Macintosh;  I;  PPC) 

Hi  Jeff,  Jean,  Paul, 

obviously  I  don’t  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your  review 
with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people  by 
association  —  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at  least 
hold)  it  against  us:  So  I  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among  those 
people.  Also,  don't  forget,  Chas  is  among  those  people. 

I  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him— just  that  the  person/people  involved 
felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt 
uncomfortable  with  that  request?  something  like  that. 


Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
for  me  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I'm  sorry  I 
can’t  reveal  anyone’s  name.” 

You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything.  Something  to 
let  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff.... 
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From:  "Jean  A.  Kumagai"  <j ak@interport.net> 

Received:  frommx2.jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jersey.jUno.com  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555K34SAZ77UWS 
for  <jeff-schmidt@  juno.com>  (sender  <jak@lriterpbrt.net>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:48  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  frommx5.boston.jUno.com  (mx5.bostdn.jUno.com  [205.231. iOO. 53]) 
by  mx2.jersey.jUno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555KHSAXKWHG2 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <jak @ interport. net>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:48  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  amsterdam.interport.net  (amsterdam.interport.net  [199.184.165.19]) 
by  mx5.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA555KHSAPY897A 
(sender  <jak@ interport. net>); 

Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:48  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  [209.122.227.240]  (209-122-225-172.sl72.tntl.nyw.ny.dialup.rcn.com 
[209.122.225.172]) 

by  amsterdam.interport.net  (8. 8. 5/8. 8. 5)  with  ESMTP  id  OAA01347; 

Fn,  20  Aug  1999  14:56:57  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <jak@ interport. net> 

In-Reply-To:  <37BD9D7F.A57F  16F9@wam.umd.edu> 

To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu,  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  lugenbold@juno.com,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Fri,  20  Aug  1999  14:58:36  -0500 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <v031 1071  Ib3e35d5dc946@[209.122.227.240]> 

References:  <1 9990820. 140725. 1 595 1 . 0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 

Hi  Jeff  (and  Toni  and  Paul), 

I  don't  know  what  would  be  the  best  way  to  respond  to  Benka.  I  personally 
don't  mind  if  you  tell  him  you  talked  to  me.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you 
think  it  would  be  stronger  to  say  that  nobody  wanted  their  name  revealed 
for  fear  of  retribution,  then  I  definitely  do  not  want  you  to  mention  my 
name. 

You  can  also  tell  Benka  that  I  agree  with  everything  in  both  of  your 

responses  to  your  performance  reviews,  that  I'm  appalled  by  his 

deviousness,  that  I  consider  you  to  be  an  extremely  supportive  and  valuable 

colleague,  and  that  the  long-standing  morale  problem  at  PT  (which  obviously 

did  not  originate  with  your  distributing  your  appeal  to  the  staff)  will 

only  get  worse  if  he  doesn’t  improve  his  attitude.  You  might  also  add  that  fj 

management's  increasingly  repressive  policies  may  soon  lead  to  the 

voluntary  departure  of  one  of  its  best  editors.  :) 


Should  I  tell  anybody  else  on  the  staff  about  your  review?  It  will  have  to 


wait  until  after  I  get  back  from  Maine. 
Jean 


At  2:25  PM  -0400  8/20/99,  Toni  Fedef  wrote: 

>Hi  Jeff,  Jean,  Paul, 

> 

>obviously  1  don't  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your  review 
>with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people  by 
association  —  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at  least 
>hold)  it  against  us.  So  I  absolutely  don’t  want  him  to  know  I  am  among  those 
>people.  Also,  don't  forget,  Chas  is  among  those  people. 

> 

>1  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him— just  that  the  person/people  involved 
>felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt 
>uncomfortable  with  that  request?  something  like  that. 

> 

> 

>Mavbe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
>coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
>for  me  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I'm  sorry  I 
>can't  reveal  anyone's  name." 

> 

>You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything.  Something  to 
Met  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff.... 

> 

>Toni 


From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 


Warren  Kornberg 
Jeff  Schmidt 
8/20/99  8:1  ipm 
Re:  Naming  names 


Jeff: 

1—  e-mail  is  not  confidential,  and  if  you  want  to  be  sure,  it  should  not  be  Used  for  things  (like 
naming  names)  you  do  not  warit  discussed. 

2—  i  don’t  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose  conversations  you  might 
or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the  building.  With  whom  you  discuss  your  business 
is  your  business.  If  you  want  to  tell  him  you  talked  to  me,  that,  too,  is  your  business;  I  don’t 
really  care.  But  as  you  spell  it  out,  the  demand  seems  high-handed. 

3— As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but  as  a  restriction  on 
the  management,  not  on  you. 

w 


»>  Jeff  Schmidt  08/20/99  01 :42PM  >» 

Hi  Warren, 

My  discussion  with  Steve  Benka  about  my  performance  review  took  place  yesterday 
afternoon  (Thursday  19  August  1999).  It  went  more  or  less  as  expected  (he  basically  didn’t 
budge),  except  for  one  thing:  He  indicated  that  what  he  said  about  me  in  the  review  was 
confidential.  At  first  I  took  that  to  mean  that  the  review  was  confidential  like  a  doctor’s  report, 
which  goes  only  to  the  patient,  to  protect  the  patient's  privacy.  But  it  quickly  became  clear  that 
what  he  meant  was  that  he  didn’t  want  me  to  tell  anyone  what  he  said  about  me  in  the  review  ~ 
for  his  protection,  not  mine. 

I  responded  by  saying  that  most  of  the  staff  doesn’t  understand  confidential  to  mean  that 
they  are  forbidden  to  talk  about  their  reviews  (it  is  often  necessary  to  talk  about  a  review  to 
check  its  accuracy),  and  I  pointed  out  that  they  commonly  discuss  such  things  with  their 
coworkers.  Besides,  I  said,  in  this  case  it’s  too  late,  because  1  have  already  discussed  it  with  a 
coworker  (more  than  one,  actually),  and  I  didn’t  ask  that  person  not  to  discuss  it  with  others.  So 
lots  of  people  could  know  about  it  by  now  (I'm  sure  they  do). 

Benka  appeared  to  be  genuinely  surprised  and  disturbed  that  people  talk  to  each  other  about 
these  things.  I  told  him  that  I  was  surprised  that  he  was  surprised.  I  said  that  lots  of  people 
here  talk  to  each  other  about  everything,  and  that’s  a  good  thing  --  it’s  a  sign  of  closeness.  He 
was  also  disturbed  that  I  had  discussed  the  review  with  a  coworker,  and  he  asked  me  to  tell  him 
who  it  was.  (I  won’t  do  that,  of  course.)  I  said  that  I  didn’t  want  to  get  anyone  in  trouble.  He 
indicated  that  he  still  wanted  to  know.  So  I  offered  to  ask  the  person  if  it  would  be  ok  to  mention 
his  or  her  name.  At  the  end  of  the  meeting,  Benka  said  again  that  he  wanted  to  know  who  it  is. 
And  a  few  hours  later,  at  the  end  of  a  not-very-interesting  e-mail  message  to  me  about  other 
aspects  of  the  review,  he  wrote  this: 

>1  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which 

J  c  000773 

>member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have 
>discussed  this  year's  review  with. 


> --Steve 


So  I  am  now  contacting  aii  the  people  whom  i  think  know  aboiii  my  review,  to  get  their  ideas 
oh  what  I  should  tell  Benka. 

Jeff 


PS  --  Careful  with  those  computer  buttons!  i  just  noticed  that  yoUr  brief  ^maii  message  to  me 
yesterday  morning  aiso  went  out  to  Jeff  Bebee,  Georgina  Guagehti  arid  advtsg.  No  harm  done. 


S  000774 


fox 


/. 

y 

/ 

juno  e-mail  printed  Moh,  23  Aiig  1999  01:34:13  ,  page  1 
From:  Patii  J  Eiliott  <iugehboid@jiihO.com> 

Received:  From  mxl.jersey.jiirio.com  (mxl.jersey.jurio.com  [209.67.33.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.jlirio.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56BC8WANXWDKA 
for  <jeff-schmidt@jiino.com>  (sender  <iugeriboid@jurio.corri>); 

Slid,  22  Aug  i  999  1 9:46:28  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  ril6.bostori.jurio.com  (m6.bostori.jiirio.com  [205.23  i. i 0 1 . i 97 j) 
by  mxi.jersey.jUrio.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56BC8WAJ6CKW2 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <iugeriboid@jurio.corii>); 

Sun,  22  Aug  i  999  1 9:46:28  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  (from  lugenboid@jurio.com) 

by  m6.boston.juno.com  (queuemail)  id  EJNQ7AHQ;  SUri,  22  Aug  1999  j  9:46: i  t  EDT 
Return-path:  <lugenbold@juno.com> 

To:  jeff-schmidt@juno.com 
Cc:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Sun,  22  Aug  1999  19:46:1  1  EDT 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-iD:  <1  9990822.202344.463  1 .0.Lugenbold@juno.com> 

References:  <  1 999082 1 . 1 20842. 1 4367.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 
X-Mailer:  Juno  1 .49 

Jeef  (Jean,  Toni  too): 

]  think  Warren  is  correct,  but  I  further  recommend  that  you  tell  Benka  nothing 
other  than  that,  having  discussed  the  matter  further  with  people  you  trust  and 
respect,  you  have  decided  to  tell  him  nothing  more  about  any 

performance-review-related  discussions  you  have  had  with  AIP  employees,  non-AlP 
journalists,  or  outside  lawyers. 

And  tell  him  so  in  writing,  on  the  chance  that  you  can  develop  a 
Benka-incriminating  paper/electron  trail. 

To  that  end,  I  also  recommend  that  you  consider  preceding  that  memo  with  one  of 
■'  inquiry,  asking  him  to  tell  you  why  he  wants  you  to  name  names,  and  what  he 
intends  to  do  once  he  knows  those  names. 

However,  If  you  have  no  stomach  for  ensnaring  him,  then  I  suggest  you  simply 
request  that  he  cease  harassing  you  with  threats,  demands,  gag  orders,  trumped-up 
allegations,  and  ad  hoc  declarations  of  confidentiality.  You  could  also  be  kind 
and  offer  to  send  him  some  easy-to-understand  information  on  such  topics  as 
freedom  of  speech  and  the  right  of  assembly. 

Paul 


S  000775 


On  Sat,  21  Aug  1999  12:06:03  EDT  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  writes: 
>Hi  Toni,  Paul  and  Jean, 

> 

>Here's  some  stuff  from  and  to  Warren,  relevant  to  all.  Paul,  do  you 
>want  to  comment  on  Benka's  request  that  I  name  names? 

> 

>Jeff 
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>Jeff: 

>— I  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose 
conversations  you  might  or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the 
>bU i id irig.  With  whom  you  discuss  yoiir  business  is  yoiir  business.  If 
>yoli  want  to  tell  him  yoiitalked  to  me,  that,  too,  is  yoiir  business;  I 
>dori't  really  care.  But  as  you  spell  it  out,  the  demand  seems  high-harided. 

>— As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  1  believe  that  it  is,  but 
as  a  restriction  on  the  management,  not  on  you. 

>w 

> 

> - 

> 

>Hi  Warren, 

> 

>  Thank  you  for  basing  your  response  to  Benka’s  demand  on  principle,  rather 
than  on  fear. 

> 

>  I  am  still  thinking  about  what  to  tell  him,  but  I  am  leaning  very  strongly 
toward  not  giving  him  any  names,  even  though  you  and  some  others  have  given  me 
permission  to  do  so.  I  don't  want  to  give  the  appearance  of  finding  a 
totalitarian  request  acceptable. 

> 

>  One  thing  I  am  thinking  about  doing  is  simply  quoting  people's  responses 
(yours  and  about  three  others),  leaving  out  their  names  and  anything  else  that 
might  identify  them,  and  also  leaving  out  the  sentences  where  they  give  me 
permission  to  mention  their  names. 

> 

>  If  Benka  wants  to  know  more,  he  can  ask  individual  staff  members  whether  or 
not  I  discussed  my  review  with  them.  One  useful  response  might  be  to  simply  tell 
him  the  truth  --  that  1  said  that  I  was  trying  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
review  was  accurate,  and  so  we  went  over  the  review  and  compared  it  to  the  facts 
as  we  remembered  them.  And,  of  course,  let  him  know  the  outcome.  Another 
response  might  be  to  refuse  to  report  on  private  conversations  but  to  say  that 
someone  did  show  you  the  review  and  that  you  are  willing  to  discuss  its 
>accuracy.  Whatever;  I'm  not  worried;  Benka  doesn't  present  much  of  an 
intellectual  challenge  in  these  or  other  matters. 

> 

>Jeff 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> - ; - - - : - - —  S  000776 

>Get  the  Internet  just  the  way  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail, 

>and  free  Internet  access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web: 

>http://dl.www  juno.com/dynoget/tagj. 
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From:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jeff-schrnidt@jiirio.com> 

Received:  (from  jeff-schmidt@j  lino. corn) 

by  m4.jersey.juno.com  (queiiemail)  id  EJPQWQT4;  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  05:00:46  EDT 
Return-path:  jefF-schinidt@juno.com  '  ' 

To:  jak@ihterport.net,  iugehboid@juno.com,  tfeder@wam.umd.edii 

Cc:  jeff-schrriidt@jurio.coiii 

Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  05:00:46  EDT 

Subject:  Naming  names 

Message-tt):  <i 9990823.050304.l4375.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 
X-Maiier:  Juno  1 .49 

Dear  four  colleagues  who  saw  my  annual  review  and  who  Benka  wants  me  to  name. 

Taking  everyone's  suggestions  into  account,  my  current  thinking  is  to  not  give 
Benka  any  names  and  to  not  give  him  anything  in  writing.  I  would  give  him  a 
verbal  report  that  would  include  the  four  responses  (below)  to  his  demand.  Even 
though  I  have  removed  your  name,  I  won't  include  your  response  in  my  oral  report 
without  your  approval.  So  please  fmd  it  below  and  let  me  know  if  it  is  ok; 
modify  it  if  necessary. 

As  one  of  you  suggested  (and  as  I  had  decided,  too),  I  would  first  ask  Benka  why 
he  wants  the  names.  To  him,  I  think,  the  problem  isn't  the  out-to-get-you 
review;  its  the  fact  that  I  disclosed  it  and  criticized  it.  If  he  comes  around 
asking,  "Did  Jeff  talk  to  you  about  his  performance  review?",  feel  free  to  say 
"yes"  or  "I  don't  feel  comfortable  reporting  on  private  conversations"  or  "I 
don't  feel  comfortable  reporting  on  private  conversations,  but  I  am  familiar  with 
the  review  and  can  talk  about  that."  Td  probably  be  better  off  if  you  didn't 
say  who  showed  you  the  review,  and  if  you  didn't  say  that  you  saw  any  written 
response  to  it. 

My  spoken  report  to  Benka  would  be  something  like  this:  -t  • 


Following  up  on  your  request,  I  was  able  to  track  down  four  colleagues  who  saw  my 
annual  review  either  because  I  showed  it  to  them  or  because  someone  else  did. 

They  all  reacted  negatively  to  your  request  for  their  names,  so  Tm  afraid  I 
don't  have  any  names  to  report.  The  most  I  can  do  is  tell  you  what  they  told  me 
when  I  asked  for  permission  to  identify  them.  Would  that  be  of  any  use  to  you? 

[At  this  point  Benka  says  yes  and  I  read  the  following  responses.] 


1 .  Obviously  I  don’t  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your  review 
with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people  by 

association  -  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at  least  S  000777 

hold)  it  against  us.  So  I  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among  those 

people. 

I  don't  know  what  you  should  tell  him  —  just  that  the  person/people  involved 
felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt  uncomfortable 
with  that  request? 

Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
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for  rile  to  reveal  their  names  just  because  they  talked  with  me.  I'm  sorry  I  caii't 
reveal  anyone's  name." 

You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything..  Something  to 
iet  him  know  yoii  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff.... 


2.  I  don't  know  what  would  be  the  best  way  to  respond  to  Berika.  There  is  fear 
of  retribution. 

You  can  tell  him  that  I'm  appalled  by  his  deviousness,  that  1  consider  you  to  be 
an  extremely  supportive  and  valuable  colleague,  and  that  the  long-standing  morale 
problem  at  PT  (which  obviously  did  not  originate  with  your  appeal  becoming  known 
last  year)  will  only  get  worse  if  he  doesn't  improve  his  attitude.  Management's 
increasingly  repressive  policies  will  inevitably  have  negative  consequences. 


3.  I  recommend  that  you  tell  Benka  nothing  other  than  that,  having  discussed  the 
matter  with  people  you  trust  and  respect,  you  have  decided  to  tell  him  nothing 
more  about  any  performance-review-related  discussions  you  have  had. 

I  suggest  you  simply  request  that  he  cease  harassing  you  with  threats,  demands, 
gag  orders,  trumped-up  allegations,  and  ad  hoc  declarations  of  confidentiality. 

You  could  also  be  kind  and  offer  to  send  him  some  easy-to-understand  information 
on  such  topics  as  freedom  of  speech  and  the  right  of  assembly. 


4.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose 
conversations  you  might  or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the  building. 
With  whom  you  discuss  your  business  is  your  business.. ..the  demand  seems 
high-handed. 

As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but  as 
a  restriction  on  the  management,  not  on  you. 

Jeff 


Get  the 
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From:  Toni  Feder  <tfeder@wam.iirhd.edu> 

Received:  from  mx2.jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jersey.juno.com  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4.jersey.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56D8F5AHQ398J 
for  <jefT-schmidt@jurio.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.tirnd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1 999  2  i  :43 :23  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  mx2.boston.juno.com  (mx2.bostori.jurio.corii  [205.231.100.52]) 
by  ifix2.jersey.jurio.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56D8F5  AEVZ78J 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@wam.ufrid.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1 999  2 1 :43 :23  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  ffoiri  wilsori.acpub.diike.edu  (wijsori.acpiib.duke.edu  [152.3.233.69]) 
by  mx2.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56D8F4A5JXAU2 
(sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  21:43:22  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wam.umd.edu  (async249-13.async.duke.edu  [152.3.249.13]) 

by  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (8.8.5/Duke-4.6.0)  with  ESMTP  id  VAA01658; 
Mon,  23  Aug  1999  21:43:16  -0400  (EDT) 

Return-path:  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Reply-To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jefF-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  jak@interport.net,  lugenbold@juno.com 
Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  21:47:11  -0400 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <37C1F95A.E7D9701 8@\vam.umd.edu> 

References:  <1 9990823.050304.14375.0.jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Replied 

X-Mailer:  Mozilla  4.04  (Macintosh;  I;  PPC) 

******  pjease  no^  qUOte  from  the  new  content  of  this  note.  Some  are 
embedded  in  your  text.  ******* 

Hi  Jeff, 

I  would  feel  more  comfortable  -  and  think  it  would  be  a  better  strategy  -  if 
you  would  summarize  what  your  colleagues'  reactions  were  to  the  request  that 
you  identify  them,  rather  than  read  (as  you  say  you  would  do  after  he  says 
"yes"  he'd  like  to  know  their  reasons),  or  even  repeat  to  him 
modifled-verbatim  what  we  each  said.  Reading  identity-edited-out  comments  is 
theatrical.  I  think  his  request  should  be  played  down,  not  up,  and  nipped  in 
the  bud.  I  would  prefer  that  (if  anything  at  all)  you  say  each  idea  once,  in 
your  own  words,  rather  than  in  ours.  For  example,  there  is  considerable 
overlap,  in  particular  in  the  comments  by  me,  Warren  and  Paul,  so  I  suggest 
summing  these  up.  Giving  him  three  versions  is  an  invitation  for  him  to 
continue  playing  this  stupid  game  of  trying  to  identify  your  colleagues.  In 
my  view,  the  point  to  make  is  simple:  it's  none  of  his  business.  Jean  made 
some  different  comments,  and  those  may  be  worth  including  in  whatever  you  say. 

(It  would  be  fine  with  me  if  you  noted  that  more  than  one  colleague  commented 
that  they  think  of  you  as  a  very  valuable  colleague,  and  value  your 
contributions  to  the  magazine.)  But  I  prefer  the  simpler,  less  theatrical  tack 
of  paraphrasing  and  summing  up,  rather  than  "handing  him  our  words." 

In  that  vein,  my  preference  would  be  that  you  still  ask  him  (if  you  want  to) 
why  he  wants  to  identify  the  colleagues  who  know  about  your  review,  and  then 
say  (something  like)  they  (and  I)  all  feel  that  it's  not  appropriate  to  have 
to  report  on  private  conversations.  One  person  noted  that  confidentiality  is 
a  restriction  on  management,  not  on  employees. 
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end  of  investigation,  let's  hope. 
1 —  Toni 


Subject:  Naming  names  Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  05:00:46  EDTFrom:  Jeff  Schmidt 
<jeff-schmidt@yiino.corii>  To:  jak@  in  terport.net,  iugenboid@jiino.com, 
tfeder@wam.uitid.edu  CC:  jefT-schmidt@jurid.com 

Dear  four  colleagues  who  saw  mv  annual  review  arid  who  Benka  wants  trie  to  naifie, 

Taking  everyone's  suggestions  into  account,  my  current  thinking  is  to  not  give 
Benka  any  names  and  to  not  give  him  anything  in  Writing.  1  would  give  him  a 
verbal  report  that  would  include  the  four  responses  (below)  to  his  demand. 

Even  though  I  have  removed  your  name,  I  won't  include  your  response  in  my  oral 
report  without  your  approval.  So  please  find  it  below  and  let  me  know  if  it 
is  ok;  modify  it  if  necessary. 

As  one  of  you  suggested  (and  as  I  had  decided,  too),  I  would  first  ask  Benka 

why  he  wants  the  names.  To  him,  I  think,  the  problem  isn't  the  out-to-get-you 

review;  ifs  the  fact  that  I  disclosed  it  and  criticized  it.  [JEFF:  SO  WHAT 

DO  YOU  THINK  HIS  MOTIVE  IS,  IF  NOT  TO  SOMEHOW  HOLD  IT  AGAINST  YOUR 

COLLEAGUE-CONFIDANTS?]  If  he  comes  around  asking,  "Did  Jeff  talk  to  you  about 

his  performance  review?",  feel  free  to  say  "yes"  or  "I  don't  feel  comfortable 

reporting  on  private  conversations"  or  "I  don't  feel  comfortable  reporting  on 

private  conversations,  but  I  am  familiar  with  the  review  and  can  talk  about 

that."  I’d  probably  be  better  off  if  you  didn’t  say  who  showed  you  the 

review,  and  if  you  didn't  say  that  you  sawr  any  written  response  to  it.  [IF  HE 

ASKS  ME,  I  PLAN  TO  SAY  I  THINK  ITS  NONE  OF  HIS  BUSINESS.  BUT  I  DON’T  SEE 

ANYWAY  OF  HOLDING  THAT  PARTICULAR  DISCUSSION,  AND  I  HOPE  HE  DOESN’T  ASK] 

My  spoken  report  to  Benka  would  be  something  like  this: 

Following  up  on. your  request,  I  was  able  to  track  down  four  colleagues  who  saw 
my  annual  review  either  because  I  showed  it  to  them  or  because  someone  else 
did.  They  all  reacted  negatively  to  your  request  for  their  names,  so  I'm 
afraid  I  don't  have  any  names  to  report.  The  most  I  can  do  is  tell  you  what 
they  told  me  when  I  asked  for  permission  to  identify  them.  Would  that  be  of 
any  use  to  you?  [At  this  point  Benka  says  yes  and  I  read  the  following 
responses.] 


[AS  I  WROTE  ABOVE,  I  PREFER  YOU  PARAPHRASE,  RATHER  THAN  READ  MY  RESPONSE] 

1 .  Obviously  I  don't  think  you  should  tell  Steve  whom  you  discussed  your 
review  with.  Since  he  is  so  harsh  with  you,  it  would  only  impugn  those  people 
by  association  —  why  does  he  want  that  info?  It  seems  he  would  use  (or  at 
least  hold)  it  against  us.  So  1  absolutely  don't  want  him  to  know  I  am  among 
those  people. 

S  000780 

I  don’t  know  what  you  should  tell  him  --just  that  the  person/people  involved 
felt  that  it  would  be  used  against  them?  Or  more  simply,  they  felt 
uncomfortable  with  that  request? 

Maybe  you  could  say  something  like,  "The  conversations  I  had  with  (some  of)  my 
coworkers  were  private,  and  they  feel  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy 
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for  me  to  reveal  their  natnes  just  because  they  talked  with  rile.  I’m  sorry  I 
can't  reveal  anyone's  name." 

You  could  add  something  reassuring,  if  you  can  think  of  anything:  Something  to 
let  him  know  you  are  not  planning  or  inciting  a  rebellion  among  the  staff... % 


2.  I  don't  know  what  would  be  the  best  way  to  respond  to  Benka.  There  is 
fear  of  retribution. 

You  can  tell  him  that  I’m  appalled  by  his  deviousness,  that  I  consider  you  to 
be  an  extremely  supportive  and  valuable  colleague,  and  that  the  long-standing 
morale  problem  at  PT  (which  obviously  did  not  originate  with  your  appeal 
becoming  known  last  year)  will  only  get  worse  if  he  doesn't  improve  his 
attitude.  Management's  increasingly  repressive  policies  will  inevitably  have 
negative  consequences. 


3.  I  recommend  that  you  tell  Benka  nothing  other  than  that,  having  discussed 
the  matter  with  people  you  trust  and  respect,  you  have  decided  to  tell  him 
nothing  more  about  any  performance-review-related  discussions  you  have  had. 

I  suggest  you  simply  request  that  he  cease  harassing  you  with  threats, 
demands,  gag  orders,  trumped-up  allegations,  and  ad  hoc  declarations  of 
confidentiality.  You  could  also  be  kind  and  offer  to  send  him  some 
easy-to-understand  information  on  such  topics  as  freedom  of  speech  and  the 
right  of  assembly. 


4.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  reason  you  should  be  required  to  disclose 
conversations  you  might  or  might  not  have  had  with  other  people  in  the 
building.  With  whom  you  discuss  your  business  is  vour  business. ...the  demand 
seems  high-handed. 

[I  DO  THINK  ITS  A  GOOD  IDEA  TO  MENTION  THE  FOLLOWING  COMMENT  BY  WARREN] 
As  far  as  the  review's  confidentiality  is  concerned,  I  believe  that  it  is,  but 
as  a  restriction  on  the  management,  not  on  you. 

Jeff 


Get  the 


Internet  just  the  way  you  want  it.  Free  software,  free  e-mail,  and  free 
Internet  access  for  a  month!  Try  Juno  Web: 
http  ://d  1 .  www  .j  u  n  o .  c  om/d  yn  o  get/tagj . 
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From:  Toni  Feder  <tfeder@warri. uind.edu> 

Received:  from  mx2jersey.juno.com  (mx2.jerseyjuno.corn  [209.67.34.54]) 
by  m4jerseyjiino.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56EBYDAWVD5QS 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@waiti:umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  AUg  1999  22:43:i5  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  mx5.bostonjund.com  (mx5. boston jiino.com  [205.23 1.i 00.53]) 
by  mx2.jersey.jUno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56EBYDAUBEXCJ 
for  <jeff-schmidt@juno.com>  (sender  <tfeder@waiti.urrid.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:43:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  from  wiison.acpUb.duke.edu  (wilsoh.acpub.duke.edu  [152.3.233.69]) 
by  mx5.boston.juno.com  with  SMTP  id  AAA56EBYDAMGG9P2 
(sender  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu>); 

Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:43:15  -0400  (EST) 

Received:  ffom  wam.umd.edu  (async249~8.async.duke.edu  [152.3.249.8]) 

by  wilson.acpub.duke.edu  (8.8.5/Duke-4.6.0)  with  ESMTP  id  WAA02639; 
Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:43:1  1  -0400  (EDTj 
Return-path:  <tfeder@wam.umd.edu> 

Reply-To:  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 

To:  Jeff  Schmidt  <jefF-schmidt@juno.com> 

Cc:  lugenbold@juno.com,  jak@interport.net 
Date:  Mon,  23  Aug  1999  22:47:12  -0400 
Subject:  Re:  Naming  names 

Message-ID:  <3 7C20767.2DBF0F6A@wam.umd.edu> 

References:  <1 9990823.050304.14375.0 jeff-schmidt@juno.com> 

X-Status:  Read 

X-Mailer:  Mozilla4.04  (Macintosh:  I;  PFC) 
hi  again,  jeff, 

this  is  an  addendum  to  my  previous  e-mail,  i’m  glad  you  will  summarize  rather 
them  read  our  tommoato.  th®  reason  for  writing  now  is  just  to  offer  support— 
because  ffom  your  note  i  realize  that  you  worry  he  would  try  to  collect  data 
about  you  ffom  us  (i.e.  use  our  names  against  your,  unsuccessfully,  i'd  bet), 
whereas  im  thinking  he'd  use  the  information  to  penalize  us.  irony,  well, 
let's  not  let  him  use  any  of  it  against  any  of  us. 


toni 
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30  August  1999 
Steve  -- 

Here  are  the.  notes  that  you  requested.  They  outline  the 
responses  that  I  got  when  I  asked  colleagues  who  saw  my  annual 
review  for  permission  to  fulfill  your  request  that  I  report  their 
names  to  you.  As  you  know,  1  did  not  want  to  give  you  this 
written  report,  but  you  insisted  that  i  do  so.  1  can  only  hope 
that  you  will  Use  it  to  address  staff  concerns  and  not  "kill  the 
messenger . " 

Four  themes  were  apparent  in  the  responses  from  my  coworkers . 

1.  They  consider  me  to  be  a  supportive  and  valuable  colleague, 
and  they  want  you  to  behave  in  accord  with  that  view.  They  note 
that  the  long-standing  staff  morale  problems  did  not  originate 
with  my  review  appeal. 

2 .  Their  anxiety  was  exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  you  were  not 
open  about  your  reasons  for  wanting  their  names.  (Later,  when  I 
asked  you  specifically  why  you  wanted  their  names,  you  refused  to 
answer . )  Thus  the  only  thing  they  imagined  coming  from  your 
investigation  was  punishment,  of  me  or  of  them.  They  think  they 
would  be  subject  to  guilt  by  association,  because  you  have  been 
so  harsh  with  me. 

3 .  They  feel  that  their  conversations  were  private  and  that  to 
reveal  them  would  be  an  invasion  of  their  privacy.  They  made 
reference  to  the  First  Amendment,  the  spirit  of  which  they 
evidently  carry  with  them. 

4.  They  agree  with  you  that  annual  reviews  are  confidential,  but 
they  see  that  as  a  restriction  on  management,  not  on  them.  Thus 
they  feel  free  to  discuss  their  reviews,  and  many  do.  They  think 
it  would  set  a  bad  precedent  if  any  of  us  were  punished  for  that. 

Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Jeff 
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4  February  1998 
Hi  Graham, 

It  sounds  like  you  are  in  a  great  place;  a  different 
world  physically  and  in  spirit.  News  travels  far  and  fast, 
and  so  I  see  that  you  already  know  that  your  coworkers  have 
been  treated  to  a  "down  under”  experience  of  a  very 
different  sort.  The  description  of  events  that  you  received 
was  a  good  one,  in  my  opinion,  and  shows  the  skills  of  a 
good  reporter.  I'll  give  you  my.  report  here,  because  it  ;■ 
contains  some  additional  information. 

On  Thursday  22  January  1998  I  met  with  Charles  Harris 
to  ask  him  to  get  Stephen  Benka  off  my  case.  Benka  had  been 
pressuring  me  to  stop  doing  anything  that  takes  up  any 
support  staff  time  at  all.  I  told  Harris  that  support  staff 
can  contribute  a  lot  to  making  the  editorial  work  go  well, 
and  that  his  apparent  new  policy  for  support  staff  work  --  - 

that  it  should  give  priority  to  advertising  and  other 
revenue -producing  work  over  editorial  work  --  was  bad  for 
the  magazine.  When  Judy  was  part  of  the  support  staff,  most 
of  her  time  was  shifted  to  the  Buyers'  Guide,  which  was  j 
brought  in-house  to  save  money.  Now  they  are  shifting  more 
and  more  of  Rita's  time  to  advertising  work.  And  they 
aren't  replacing  the  lost  editorial  support.  Instead,  they 
are  pressuring  editorial  staff  to  take  on  more  work. 
Management  philosophy  seems  to  be:  Why  pay  $15  an  hour  for 
clerical  work  when  you  can  pay  $30?  Their  real  philosophy, 
of  course,  is  simply  to  get  the  editorial  staff  to  do  more. 

I  told  Harris  that  behind  all  this  is  the  way  his 
salary  is  structured  --  tied  to  reducing  the  magazine's 
budget  deficit.  To  my  claim  that  his  salary  structure  is 
distorting  our  priorities,  he  said  that  he  doesn't  always  do 
what  is  best  for  his  salary.  As  proof,  he  pointed  out  that 
we  usually  don't  run  four  feature  articles  in  the  magazine. 
He  then  quickly  changed  the  subject,  realizing,  I  think, 
that  he  has  never  revealed  that  his  salary  is  tied  to  upping 
our  output  to  four  articles  per  month.  By  the  way,  over  my 
objection  (and  over  Bert's  indication  of  support  for  my 
objection) ,  they  are  running  four  substantial  feature 
articles  in  the  March  issue,  even  though  we  have  no  backlog 
and  no  additional  staff.  The  other  day  Harris  broke  new 
ground  in  his  privileging  of  advertising  over  editorial  by 
bringing  his  advertising  manager  to  an  editorial  meeting  and 
letting  the  needs  of  advertising  set  the  agenda.  They 
forced  the  meeting  to  make  a. big  editorial,  decision  after 
very  little  discussion,  for  the  sake  of  advertising.  Warren 
objected  strongly;  Gloria  called  it  "bullying." 

Harris  told  me  that  he  is  open  to  hiring  more  support 
staff,  but  that  we  would  have  to  discuss  it  first  at  a  staff 
meeting,  possibly  the  next  one.  I  told  him  that  some  of  us 
thought  we  had  already  discussed  it  at  length  at  staff 
meetings  and  that  the  need  was  clear. 

Overall,  Harris  said  that  he  wasn't  inclined  to  give  me 
much  cons iderat ion ,  because  of  my  organizing  activity  last 
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year.  And  he  mentioned  your  name  here  too,  Graham,  as 
another  unforgivable  transgressor.  "You  tried  to  get  me 
fired,"  he  said,  speaking  either  about  me  alone,  or  about 
you  and  me,  or  about  all  those  involved.  I  said  that  isn't 
true.  He  said  that  if  I  believe  that,  then  I  must  be  very 
naive.  And  his  attitude  indicated  that  he  doesn't  think  I 
believe  that  and  that  he  doesn't  want  to  even  consider  the 
possibility  that  I  do.  I  think  he  wants  to  believe  that  I 
tried  to  get  him  fired,  because  according  to  his  value 
system  that  would  give  him  both  the  desire  and  moral  right 
to  fire  me  or  drive  me  out,  which  now  appears  to  be  his 
agenda . 

In  pursuit  of  that  agenda,  Harris  appears  to  have  given 
Benka  license  to  go  after  me  and  maybe  all  of  management's 
perceived  enemies  on  the  staff.  Around  6  pm  on  Wednesday  28 
January  1998,  I  was  in  my  office  talking  to  Toni  on  the 
telephone  when  Benka  opened  the  door  and  asked  rudely  and 
sarcastically  if  I  was  talking  to  one  of  our  authors .  I 
said,  "No,  I'm  talking  to  a  coworker,  Toni."  He  acted  as  if 
he  already  knew  that.  He  stepped  further  into  my  office  and 
said  that  he  wanted  in  on  our  conversation.  I  found  this 
shocking,  of  course,  and  unprecedented.  I  switched  Toni  to 
the  speakerphone  and  told  her  that  Steve  was  here  and  wanted 
to  be  in  on  our  conversation.  She  sounded  equally  shocked. 
Benka  suggested  that  she  come  over  to  my  office,  and  she 
said  OK.  Without  saying  anything,  I  walked  out  of  my  office 
and  into  the  open  area  of  desks  just  outside,  and  Benka 
followed.  I  did  this  to  make  room  for  Toni  and  to  get . some 
physical  distance  between  myself  and  a  former  post  office 
employee  who  was  clearly  behaving  very  strangely.  Toni 
arrived  quickly. 

Benka  asked  me  and  Toni  what  we  had  been  talking  about 
on  the  telephone.  I  thought  his  question  was  way  out  of 
line,  but  I  nevertheless  told  him:  We  had  been  discussing 
the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics  Today.  (That 
is  ironic,  because  every  May- issue  meeting  that  Benka  has 
been  a  part  of  has  been  a  disaster.  Virtually  every  member 
of  the  staff  thinks  that  that  issue  has  been  badly 
mismanaged,  and  no  one  thinks  that  yet  another  meeting  with 
Benka  is  the  way  to  generate  the  ideas  that  the  magazine 
desperately  needs  to  salvage  it . )  But  after  giving  that 
short  answer,  I  said  that  the  important  question  is  why  he 
was  trying  to  barge  in  on  our  conversation. 

He  said  that  he  is  forbidding  all  private  conversations 
between  staff  members  at  work.  From  now  on,  all 
conversations  between  staff  members  must  be  open  to 
management  supervision,  he  said.  When  I  asked  him  why,  he 
referred  to  the  organizing  activity  that  took  place  last 
year  and  said  that  he  doesn't  want  that  to  happen  again. 

(He  and  Harris  have  no  doubt  that  I  played  a  leading  role  in 
that.)  This  looked  like  a  retaliatory  and  repressive  policy 
aimed  more  at  me  than  at  the  rest  of  the  staff,  and  so  I 


S  000789 


113 


asked  him  whether  or  not  it  applies  to  everyone.  He  said  it 
does.  I  didn't  believe  him  (but  I  didn't  say  that  I  didn't 
believe  him) ,  and  so  I  pressed  him  three  or  four  times  to 
say  whether  or  not  he  was  going  to  announce  the  new  policy 
to  the  rest  of  the  staff.  His  final  statement  was  that  he 
knows  that  I  want  to  know  that . 

Of  course,  even  if  the  new  repressive  policy  is  not 
formally  announced,  no  one  can  afford  to  take  a  chance  on 
violating  it  --  especially  Toni  and  me,  to  whom  it  was 
announced  formally.  (Paul  got  a  semi -formal  announcement, 
as  the  discussion  took  place  right  outside  his  door,  which 
was  open  at  the  time.)  News  of  management's  dim  view  of 
private  conversations  has  spread  throughout  the  staff  by  way 
of  --  yes,  you  guessed  it  --  private  conversations. 

Even  though  Benka's  Gestapo-like  enforcement  of  the  new 
policy  was  very  frightening,  in  the  middle  of  it  all  Toni 
managed  to  point  out  that  we  don't  have  the  bi-weekly  Q&A 
meetings  anymore.  If  management  wants  to  know  what  the 
staff  is  concerned  about,  they  can  have  such  meetings  rather 
than  monitor  our  conversations.  Benka  ignored  her;  I  think 
Toni's  idea  is  a  good  one  and  should  be  among  our  arguments 
and  suggestions. 

About  half  an  hour  before  Benka  busted  up  the  telephone 
conversation  between  Toni  and  me,  he  did  something  that  in 
retrospect  was  clearly  part  of  the  new  repression  but  at  the 
time  felt  merely  strange  and  creepy.  I  had  stopped  by 
Toni's  office  to  give  her  a  newspaper  article  that  I  thought 
might  interest  her.  It  was  about  the  Clinton/Lewinsky 
affair,  which  we  had  discussed  earlier  in  the  day.  The 
article  was  a  brief  historical  survey  showing  that 
presidents  who  cheated  on  their  wives  were  more  likely  to 
lie  to  the  public  as  well,  justifying  public  interest  in 
this  sort  of  thing.  Toni  and  I  discussed  the  article 
briefly  and  then  discussed  the  50th  anniversary  issue. 

During  the  latter  discussion,  Benka  opened  the  door  to 
Toni's  office,  entered  the  room  and  asked  if  he  could  join 
in  the  conversation.  This  seemed  very  strange,  of  course, 
especially  because  he  did  not  know  what  we  were  talking 
about.  Toni  was  perfectly  polite  in  spite  of  Benka's  rude 
entry.  She  pointed  out  the  article  that  I  had  brought  by, 
dutifully  restarting  our  conversation  about  it  from  the 
beginning  for  Benka.  The  three  of  us  discussed  the  issue 
for  a  while,  during  which  Toni  and  I  were  treated  to  editor 
Benka's  view  that  the  press  should  know  its  place  and  not 
try  the  president.  It  was  an  awkward  discussion,  because  I 
and  maybe  Toni  (she  can  speak  for  herself)  were  not  really 
interested  in  speaking  with  Benka.  When  we  finished  the 
discussion,  Benka  showed  no  sign  of  leaving  Toni's  office. 

He  indicated  in  a  subtle  but  clear  way  that  he  would  not 
leave  first.  This  was  not  only  bizarre,  but  also  had 
something  of  an  ugly  edge  to  it.  Although  we  had  no  idea 
what  was  going  on,  Toni  and  I  acted  quickly  to  undo  the 
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situation  --  she  by  immediately  announcing  that  she  had  work 
to  do,  and  I  by  quickly  leaving  the  room.  Benka  and  I  then 
spoke  about  feature  articles  for  ten  minutes  or  so  at  his 
office.  That  conversation  consisted  of  me  detailing  for  him 
all  the  progress  I  had  made  on  a  number  of  articles.  The 
discussion  was  pleasant,  although  not  really  necessary,  and 
he  acted  pleased  and  calm  throughout.  However,  when  we 
finished  talking,  I  walked  toward  Toni's  office,  and  Benka 
followed  me.  He  asked  if  I  was  going  to  Toni's  office,  and 
I  said  yes.  He  asked  if  he  could  come  along.  By  that  time 
he  had  already  followed  me  most  of  the  way  to  her  office.  I 
told  him  that  she  and  I  were  in  the  middle  of  a  conversation 
that  we  had  started  earlier  in  the  day,  and  that  it  would 
take  too  long  to  fill  him  in  on  all  the  background.  We 
discussed  this  briefly,  and  he  finally  suggested  that 
neither  one  of  us  go  to  Toni's  office.  I  didn't  say 
anything  one  way  or  the  other,  and  he  went  back  to  his 
office.  I  noticed  a  box  nearby  containing  copies  of  the 
latest  issue  of  the  magazine;  I  took  one  and  went  back  to  my 
office.  Later,  when  Toni  and  I  spoke  on  the  telephone  about 
the  50th  anniversary  issue,  we  began  our  conversation  by 
trying,  without  success,  to  figure  out  our  supervisor's 
mysterious  and  disturbing  behavior  earlier. 
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Sun,  7  Jun  1998  00:44:50  -0400  (EDT) 
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Date:  Sun,  07  Jun  1998  00:35:58  -0700 
From:  Jeff  Schmidt  < jef f@wam.umd. edu> 
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Content -Type :  text /plain;  charset =us- ascii 
Content-Transfer-Encoding:  7bit 
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X-Mozilla-Status :  0015 
Content - Length :  527 


Hi  Paul , 


Thanks  for  the  message  about  AA  and  Julian  Bond.  Even  though  you  sent 
it  a  few  days  ago,  I  just  read  it  now,  because  I  check  my  UMD  account  so 
infrequently.  Yes,  Bond  is  a  great  speaker,  and  he  has  an  amazing 
voice.  It  is  always  striking  to  see  how  relevant  the  important  national 
issues  are  to  what's  going  on  at  this  little  20 -person  operation  known 
as  Physics  Today,  like  you  say.  I  agree  with  you  that  it  would  be  good 
to  find  some  "outside”  stuff  to  quote  to  Stith,  Brodsky,  Bert  and 
others . 


Jeff 
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X-Mozilla-Status :  0005 
Content  - Length :  12  92 

Those  of  you  who  were  not  present  for  yesterday's  meeting  reporting  on  the 
advisory  committee's  oral  report  will  have  missed  the  following  interchange 

During  the  discussion,  Harris  mentioned  the  trip  he  made  on  Monday  to  Lane 
Press  to  see  a  demo  of  Quark  Xpress  and  a  math  typesetting  program.  I 
pointed  out  (in  caustic  tones)  that  no  one  from  PT  with  experience  at 
setting  our  equations  was  included  on  the  trip,  but  Lewis  Holmes  and  Megan 
went  from  CIP. 

Today  around  noon  Benka  visited  me  in  my  office  and  behind  a  closed  door 
instructed  me  firmly  that  it  was  "inappropriate"  for  me  to  criticise  Harris 
or  himself  at  staff  meetings.  Such  matters  were  to  be  raised  with  them  in 
private.  I  note  that  he  volunteered  that  both  he  and  Charles  agreed  that  I 
had  a  valid  complaint. 

I  am  very  upset  by  this  incident  and  I  am  mulling  over  various  actions, 
including  resignation . 

Jeff,  I  assume  your  gag  order  has  not  been  rescinded?  I  believe  this  is  a 
matter  that  we  can  and  should  press  with  the  advisory  committee  asap  in  the 
hope  that  language  might  be  added  to  the  written  report  (which  is  due  from 
them  Wednesday  next  week) . 

As  I  indicated  to  Paul  and  Jeff  yesterday,  a  post-meeting  line  of 
communication  between  me  and  Horst  is  already  open. 

-  -  Graham 
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From  -  Fri  Oct  31  19:19:13  1997 

Received:  from  circle.greyware.com  (circle.greyware.com  [207.55.146.50]  ) 

by  pol.wam.umd.edu  ( 8 . 8 . 8 . Beta2/8 . 8 . 7)  with  SMTP  id  QAA12201; 
Fri,  31  Oct  1997  16:11:52  -0500  (EST) 

Received:  from  CISPPP  (unverified  [199.174.132.54])  by  circle.greyware.com 
(EMWAC  SMTPRS  0.83)  with  SMTP  id  <B00004'39119@circle  .  greyware  .  com>  ; 

Fri,  31  Oct  1997  15:10:55  -0600 
Message- Id:  <1.5.4.16. 19971031211023 . 19f 7f d5c@sf f . net > 

X-Sender*.  gpc@sff.net 

X-Mailer:  Windows  Eudora  Light  Version  1.5.4  (16) 

Mime-Version:  1.0 

Content-Type:  text/plain;  charset="us-ascii" 

Date:  Fri,  31  Oct  1997  16:10:23  -0500 

To:  jak@interport.net,  jeff@wam.umd.edu,  tfeder@wam.umd.edu, 
lugenbold@juno.com 

From:  "Graham  P.  Collins"  <gpc@sf f . net> 

Subject:  subversive  meeting? 

X-UIDL :  8ee93f 0e4f 7e8c5e688ccffd97e92783 
Status:  U 

X-Mozilla-Status :  0005 
Content -Length :  1610 

As  some  of  you  already  know,  I  had  another  marathon  conversation  with  Harris 
on  Wednesday.  Among  other  things,  I  pressed  repeatedly  for  the  gag  orders 
on  me  and  Jeff  to  be  retracted,  but  Harris  hardly  budged  at  all  (on  that  or 
any  other  issue.  Nor  did  I).  He  indicated  that  "do  not  criticise"  was  not 
what  Benka  was  supposed  to  say  to  me,  but,  surprise  surprise,  I  haven't  yet 
received  a  retraction  or  clarification. 

In  any  case  it's  time  for  another  disruptive  behind-closed-doors  meeting  of 
our  faction  of  subversive  troublemakers  to  share  information,  discuss 
strategy  and  implications,  and  vote  on  Paul's  proposal  that  we  kidnap  August. 

Jeff  has  suggested  Monday  afternoon.  (I'm  in  a  web  meeting  at  10  am,  and 
getting  a  flu  shot  at  12:30.) 

Later  it  occurred  to  me  that  an  off-site  meeting,  such  as  dinner  at  a 
restaurant,  might  be  better,  except  that  would  exclude  Jean.  Mostly  I  am 
uncomfortable  with  how  obvious  it  can  be  when  we  have  a  long  on-site 
meeting.  (Last  time,  just  after  the  meeting,  Benka  asked  me  "Where  was 
everyone?")  I  guess  meeting  after  normal  working  hours  would  alleviate  that 
aspect . 

At  one  point  in  the  conversation  with  Harris  he  indicated  he  would  meet  with 
the  people  responsible  for  the  memo  to  the  advisory  committee  (he  knew  about 
it)  to  discuss  all  of  the  issues  in  it.  It  has  since  occurred  to  me  that 
that  would  be  a  way  for  him  to  find  out  precisely  who  was  responsible  for 
the  memo.  But  I  think  it  would  be  worthwhile  to  take  him  up  on  that,  as  a 
way  to  further  argue  our  cases  and  maybe  press  for  some  concessions. 

- -  Graham 
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From  -  Sun  Nov  02  07:55:42  1997 

Received:  from  ml4.boston.juno.com  (ml4.boston.juno.com  [205.231.101.193]) 

by  po2.  wam.umd.edu  ( 8 . 8 . 8 . Beta2/8 . 8 . 7 )  with  ESMTP  id  PAA06600; 
Sat,  1  Nov  1997  15:08:59  -0500  (EST) 

Received:  (from  lugenbold@juno.com) 

by  ml4.boston.juno.com  (queuemail)  id  PpW07790;  Sat,  OL  Nov  1997  15:04:05  EST 
To :  gpc@sf f . net ,  t f eder@wam . umd . edu ,  j ak@interport . net ,  j  ef f @wam . umd . edu 
Subject:  Next 

Message- ID :  <19971101.162627.4631.0. Lugenbold@j uno . com> 

X-Mailer:  Juno  1.38 

X- Juno -Line -Breaks :  6-9,14-15,20-21,25-26,32-33,35-36,42-44 
From:  lugenbold@juno.com  (Paul  J  Elliott) 

Date:  Sat,  01  Nov  1997  15:04:05  EST 
X-UIDL:  03eb72ee0  7f 3  7ad7d3 Id0156dcc74  84  2 
Status:  U 

X-Mozilla-Status :  0005 
Content -Length:  2329 

CH  has  counterattacked  and  fought  to  a  draw  with  Graham,  although  now, 
back  in  his  dugout ,  he  may  know  more,  or  think  he  knows  more,  than  he  did 
before  dashing  out  across  no-man' s-land .  He's  also  revealed  that  he 
knows  about  the  memo  to  the  advisory  committee,  and  that  he's  adamant 
about  keeping  the  free-speech  lid  on  Jeff.  There  are  also  indications 
that  he  has  made  Jeff  his  leading  choice  for  the  dual  role  of  rebel 
leader  and  scapegoat . 

So  now  what? 

I  propose  that  we  wait  CH  out  between  now  and  the  November  12  monthly 
meeting.  If  he  says  to  any  one  of  us  that  he  wants  to  discuss  the  memo 
issues  with  the  memo  writers  (as  Graham  has  reported) ,  he  should  be 
encouraged  to  make  the  subject  an  agenda  item  for  the  meeting  (but  let 
Barbara  stay  for  the  discussion) . 

Meanwhile,  one  of  us  could  propose  the  subject  of  free  speech  as  an 
agenda  item  for  the  meeting  on  the  grounds  that  we  need  clarification: 
does  the  modified  version  of  CH's  modest  proposal  agreed  to  at  the  last 
meeting  in  fact  supersede  all  other  decrees?  And  citing  Irwin's  memo 
would  be  a  means  of  introducing  the  unmentionable  gag  order. 

Also,  if  I  see  that  CH  may  be  receptive,  I'll  watch  for  an  opportunity  to 
have  a  brief  and  private  chat  with  him  and  offer  him  some  suggestions  on 
how  he  could  resolve  the  issue  smoothly- -before  the  November  12  meeting. 


I  also  suggest  that,  between  now  and  November  12,  we  defer  pressing  CH  or 
any  other  collective  issues,  we  avoid  holding  onsite  more- than- two-person 
daytime  meetings  among  ourselves,  we  do  nothing  to  contribute  to  Jeff's 
reputation  as  a  scapegoat.,  and  that  if  CH  or  SB  presses  any  of  us  to 
discuss  privately  anything  remotely  related  to  the  rebels'  agenda,  we 
urge  them  to  let  the  monthly  meeting  be  the  forum  for  it. 

Sorry,  but  is  unlikely  that  I  will  have  time  for  any  offsite,  afterhours 
meetings  this  coming  week. 

What  to  make  of  this:  A  few  days  ago,  on  leaving  my  office,  SB  paused  at 
the  door,  pointed  at  the  first  word  on  the  name  plate,  and  said,  MTake 
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/he  U  out  and  it's  Pal  Elliott."  Did  anyone  with  a  copy  of  my  memo 
/ about  our  not  being  pals  with  the  managers  possibly  get  a  bit  careless  at 
PT?  Or  was  it  just  coincidence?  (I'm  really  not  too  concerned,  in  that 
I'm  fully  responsible  for  whatever  I  do.) 

Fred 


S  001034 


From  -  Tue  Feb  03  21:40:24  1998 

Received:  from  amsterdam. interport .net  (amsterdam. interport .net  [199 . 184 . 165 . 9] ) 
by  pol.wam.umd.edu  ( 8 . 8 . 8/8 . 8 . 7)  with  ESMTP  id  MAA20634; 

Tue,  3  Feb  1998  12:18:56  -0500  (EST) 

Received:-  from  [207.237.108.177]  (usrts5pl77.port.net  [207.237.108.177]) 

by  amsterdam.interport.net  ( 8 . 8 . 5/8 . 8 . 5)  with  SMTP  id  MAA07279; 
Tue,  3  Feb  1998  12:17:40  -0500  (EST) 

Date:  Tue,  3  Feb  1998  12:17:40  -0500  (EST) 

X-Sender :  j  ak@pop . interport . net 

Message-Id:  <v01530501b0f cbc277458@ [207 . 237 . 108 . 177] > 

Mime-Version:  1.0 

Content -Type :  text /plain;  charset =" us -ascii M 
To :  jeff@wam.umd. edu,  lugenbold@juno . com 
From:  jak@interport.net  (Jean  A.  Kumagai) 

Subject:  local  circus 

Cc :  jak@interport.net,  tfeder@wam.umd.edu 
Status :  0 

X-Mozilla-Status :  0005 
Content - Length :  5396 

Paul  and  Jeff, 

Toni  had  asked  me  to  send  this  on  to  you  but  I  forgot.  So  here  it  is. 

Jean 

>X-Authent icat ion-Warning :  rac9.wam.umd.edu:  tfeder  owned  process  doing  -bs 
>Date:  Sat,  31  Jan  1998  10:45:08  -0500  (EST) 

>From:  toni  feder  <tf eder@wam . umd . edu> 

>Reply-To:  toni  feder  <tf eder@wam . umd . edu> 

>To :  graham  collins  <gpc@sf f . net > 

>cc :  Jean  Kumagai  < j ak@interport .net> 

>Sub j  ect  *.  local  circus 
>MIME-Version :  1.0 
> 

> Jean, 

>1  don't  seem  to  have  PE  or  JS ' s  off-site,  non-AIP  email  addresses  anymore. 

>Can  you  forward  this?  And  give  me  those  addresses?  Thanks  I 
>Toni 
> 

> 

>HI  Graham, 

> 

>Sat  urday  morning,  and  I'm  at  your  computer.  The  reason  is  threefold: 

>one:  I  got  an  overdraft  notice  from  my  bank  yestterday,  in  which  a  check 
>for  $15  had  been  erroneously  entered  by  them  as  $8015,  so  I  had  to  go  to 
>my  bank,  which  is  near  here.  (By  the  way,  using  the  UMD  account  from  here 
>is  tedious,  so  I  can't  be  bothered  to  correct  my  typos....) 

>two :  someone  left  me  a  message  taht  rather  than  e-mailing  me  s . t .  he  had 

>faxed  it,  so  I  had  to  pick  up  my  fax. 

>three :  the  pool  is  near  here,  so  I  think  I'll  soon  go  swimming. 

> 

>Thanks  for  forwarding  Speedy's  note.  I  got  one  from  him  too,  actually 
>suggesting  something  I  may  want  to  write  about. 

> 

>\Finally,  to  the  local  circus. 

> 

>characters : 


S  001039 


|2¥ 


>prot agonist :  SB 
>minor  characters:  JS,  TF 
>more  minor  characters:  JK,  PE 
> 

>Setting:  The  office,  Wednesday  evening 
> 

>TF  was  in  her  office,  talking  with  JK  on' the  phone.  JS  cambe  by  to  give  TF 
>a  WSJ  article  on  Monica  Lewinsky.  Stayed  to  talk  a  bit.  Through  the 
>sidelight,  TF  saw  SB.  He  disappeared  for  a  bit  (maybe  30  seconds) ,  and 
>then  poked  his  head  into  TF's  office. 

> 

>SB:  What  are  you  talking  about?  Can  I  join?  If  it's  about  work,  I  can 

>join,  can't  I? 

> 

>SB  styas  to  talk  about  Lewinsky  for  a  bit. 

> 

>SB :  So,  how  is  it  going  with  looking  through  back  issues  of  PT? 

> (Questions  directed  at  TF) .  And,  how  are  your  March  articles  going? 

> (directed  at  JS) 

> JS :  They're  marching  along. 

^•conversation  about  hte  March  articles  ensues. 

>SB :  Maybe  we  should  go  somewhere  else  to  talk  so  as  not  to  bother  Toni. 
>They  do . 

> 

>TF's  phone  rings.  (JK  had  been  on  most  of  the  time.)  It's  JS,  from  his 
>office.  He  tells  what  has  happened  in  the  meantime: 

> 

>SB  and  JS  have  talked  about  work.  Then,  JS  headed  back  to  TF's  office, 

>to  continue  conversation.  SB  asked  JS  if  he  was  going  to  TF's  office,  and 
>on  haring  yes,  said  he'd  join.  Instead,  JS  and  SB  both  went  back  to  their 
>own  offices  .... 

> 

>While  JS  was  recounting  these  events,  SB  arrives  at  JS's  office,  and  over 
>the  phone,  TF  hears: 

> 

>SR:  Which  one  of  your  authors  are  you  talking  to?  Is  that  Key  [?]  you're 
>talking  to? 

> JS :  I'm  talking  to  one  of  my  coworkers. 

>SB:  Then  I  should  be  able  to  join. 

>JS  turns  on  speaker  phone,  TF  identifies  herself.  SB  invites  her  to  come 
>down  the  hall . 

> 

>Scene  2 . 

> 

>JS,  SB  &TF  meet  in  the  area  where  Judy  and  Rita  work.  PE's  office  door  is 
>open,  and  he  is  there. 

> 

>SB  blusters  along,  and  the  overriding  theme  is  that  he  wants  no  closed 
>door  conversations  to  take  place  here.  "If  you  want  to  go  out  for  a  beer 
>after  work,  that's  fine,"  he  says.  "But  if  you  are  at  work,  then  Ishould 
>be  able  to  join  in." 

> 

>JS  asks  whehter  this  means  that  SB  and  CH  will  no  long  er  have  closed-door 
>sessions . 

> 

>SB:  "Who  is  supervising  whom?" 

>TF :  "I  feel  attacked  for  something  I  didn't  do." 

> JS :  " So  do  I . " 
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>JS :  You  haven't  micromanaged  at  this  level  before. 

>SB:  "Well,  you  may  see  more  of  it." 

> 

>SB :  I  haven't  seen  this  in  a  long  time.  But  now  I  have.... 

> 

>And  so  on .... 

>  ’ 

>TF's  post  morten  comments: 

> 

>1  wish  I'd  responeded  differently,  saying  simply,  that  I  don't  know  what's 
>going  on  here,  but  that  anyone  should  be  able  to  talk  to  anyone,  and 
>asking  for  an  explanation.  This  seems  to  harlken  back  to  PE's  joke  that 
>no  closed  door  conversations  of  more  than  one  person  can  take  place... 

> I t ' s  also  like  a  jealous,  paranoid  lover,  woried  about  every  other  man 
> (woman)  on  the  planet .... 

> 

>This  is  the  first  breech  of  the  staff-wide  agreement  a  few  months  ago  to 
>treat  each  other  with  respect.  In  fact,  SB  has  no  reason  to  be  paranoid 
>now-  so  it  shows  the  lingering  suspicions  of  the  past....  He's  entitled,  to 
>them,  but  shouldn't  act  on  them.  And  I  for  one  don't  want  to  be  treated 
>with  suspicision,  especially  now,  as  my  work  arrangment  changes.  Ugh.  What 
>a  buffoon . 

> 

>So,  the  encore: 

>the  next  day,  things  were  rosy.  SB  and  TF  avoided  each  other  studiously, 
>until  evening,  when  SB  spoke  to  TF  while  she  was  inthe  library  across  from 
>his  office.  No  apology.  No  acknowledgment  of  the  interaction  of  the  day 
>before.  Just  pleasant. 

> 

>PE  wants  to  talk  to  CH-  and  tell  his  side-  what  he  overheard,  that  it  was 
>unaceptable . . .  etc. 

> 

>Okay  Graham,  that's  all  for  now.  Once  a  circus,  always  one,  I  guess.  My 
>friend  Ed  said  last  night,  on  hearing  this  story,  that  he  can't  elieve  we 
>get  a  magazine  out.  Something  to  be  proud  of!  Oh,  and  the  other  thing  is 
>that  it  seems  that  JS  is  being  excluded  from  the  50th  anniversary 
>preparatiohns .  This  bothers  me  and  Jean  because,  for  one,  it  means  we  have 
>more  work  (more  years  to  trawl  through) .  And  of  course,  we  don't 
understand  why  this  is  the  case. . . . 

> 

>All  for  now. 

> 

>Toni 
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From:  Jeff  Schmidt 

To:  RNANNA 

Date:  Thu,  Apr  6,  2000  5:44  AM 

Subject:  Vacation  carryover  numbers 

Randy  - 

At  our  meeting  yesterday  you  agreed  with  me  once  again  that  my  10  November  1999  request  to  be 
allowed  to  either  use  my  “excess”  vacation  time  or  carry  it  over  to  2000  was  reasonable.  You  indicated 
further  that  last  year  I  was  wrongly  prevented  from  using  my  vacation  time  (by  management’s  failure  to 
respond  to  my  repeated  requests  until  10  December  1999). 

Logically,  then,  one  would  expect  you  to  allow  me  to  carry  over  the  vacation  time.  However,  you  said  that 
you  would  allow  me  to  carry  over  only  half  of  the  vacation  time  that  I  lost  as  a  result  of  your  mistake.  You 
described  this  as  a  “compromise."  I  then  asked  (and  have  yet  to  receive  a  re£l  answer)  why  I  should  be 
forced  to  suffer  half  the  consequences  of  your  mistake. 

I  also  asked  you  to  be  fair  -  that  is,  to  treat  me  in  the  same  way  that  you  treat  other  employees  in  the 
same  situation,  rather  than  in  a  discriminatory  fashion.  I  noted,  for  example,  that  you  are  allowing  Paul 
Elliott  to  carry  over  all  of  his  “excess”  vacation  balance  from  last  year.  In  fact,  Paul  is  using  that  vacation 
time  right  now.  As  you  know,  he  submitted  his  vacation  request  a  week  after  I  submitted  mine  last 
November. 

I  have  now  checked  the  numbers,  and  I  found  two  errors  in  your  calculation.  First,  according  to  the 
numbers  on  my  15  January  2000  earnings  statement,  the  amount  of  “excess”  vacation  time  at  the  end  of 
1999  was  186.61  hours,  not  twenty  7. 5-hour  days  as  I  think  you  assumed. 

Second,  the  amount  of  vacation  time  that  I  was  automatically  allowed  to  carry  over  was  abruptly  lowered, 
without  any  advance  warning  to  me,  to  175  hours  from  262.5  hours  the  previous  year.  I  didn’t  discover 
this  change  until  I  saw  my  earnings  statement  of  15  January  2000  -  obviously  too  late  to  do  anything 
about  it.  Evidently,  at  some  point  near  the  end  of  September  1999,  the  portion  of  my  vacation  balance 
that  I  needed  to  use  (or  lose)  by  the  end  of  the  year  was  suddenly  increased  without  my  knowledge.  The 
fact  that  I  wasn’t  told  about  this  deprived  me  of  the  knowledge  that  I  needed  to  use  (or  lose)  a  lot  more 
vacation  time  than  I  had  thought.  Because  this  occurred  so  late  in  the  year  (what  if  it  had  occurred  on, 
say,  20  December?),  and  because  it  wasn’t  explained  to  me,  I  ask  you  to  please  readjust  the  automatic 
carryover  back  to  what  it  was  the  previous  year. 

If  you  did  that,  then  my  “excess”  vacation  balance  would  be  99.1 1  hours. 

I  ask  that  you  please  make  these  corrections. 

Jeff 


CC:  TBRAUN,  JSCHMIDT 
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INTER-OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Jeff  Schmidt 

FROM:  James  H.  Stith  EXTENSION:  3126 

DATE:  June  24,  1998 

SUBJECT:  Performance  Review  1998 


As  requested  in  your  memorandum  of  27  April  1998, 1  have  completed  my  investigation  of  the 
issues  surrounding  your  1998  performance  review. 

While  issues  that  have  impact  upon  the  climate  within  Physics  Today  were  uncovered,  I  did 
not  find  sufficient  reasons  to  justify  a  change  in  your  1998  performance  review. 

I  trust  that  you  and  the  management  of  Physics  Today  will  be  able  to  delineate  clearly  the 
goals,  level  of  performance  and  criteria  for  evaluation  that  will  determine  the  basis  for  your 
1999  review.  Once  this  is  accomplished,  I  anticipate  a  return  to  a  level  of  performance  and  an 
evaluation  that  both  you  and  management  find  satisfactory. 

Cc:  Theresa  Braun 

Steve  Benka 
Charles  Harris 
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Jeff, 

; 

We  welcome  constructive  and  productive  contributions  from  you,  but  behavior  by  you  that  we 
consider  destructive  and  counterproductive  will  no  longer  be  tolerated.  Your  continued 
interruption  at  our  retreat,  after  you  were  instructed  to  hold  your  questions  and  comments  until 
the  discussion  segment  of  the  agenda,  is  an  example  of  what  we  mean.  The  continuation  of  such 
behavior  on  your  part,  in  the  office  or  at  any  work-related  activity,  will  not  be  tolerated. 

This  notice  is  to  be  treated  as  confidential. 


£  Oct^7 

tfi  CTean  - — 

They've  p at  the  s^e/cL 
dYI  //^\r\}  1}a/  \7enlcd. 

lei i  vexel  it  i*  person  7 ^ 


S 001518 


130 


From: 

To: 

Date : 

Sub j ect : 


Graham  Collins  , 

JBARXER,  CDAY,  PELLIOT ,  SFUNK,  apsdpost . GOODWIN ;  W... 
.24  Oct  1957  (Fri)  .18:45 
My  comina  silence 


If  you  notice  that  I  no  longer  say  very  much  during  staff  meetings,  it  is  because  I 
have  been  firmly  instructed  not  to  criticise  Steve  Benka  or  Charles  Harris  during 
staff  meetings.'  I  am  only  permitted  to  criticise  them  in  private  discussions  with 
them . 


Since  this  instruction  was  conveyed  to  me  because  I  made  a  truthful  statement  of  fact 
at  our  11  a.m.  meeting  on  Wednesday  (namely,  that  Charles,  Lewis  and  Megan  went  to 
Lane  Press,  but  Elliot,  Rita  and  I  did  not,  and  Elliot,  Rita  and  I  have  the  most 
experience  setting  equations  for  PT) ,  I  have  to  interpret  "criticise"  very  broadly. 
Consequently  there  will  be  very  little  for  me  to  say  at  meetings. 

--  Graham 

PS:  My  absence  on  Monday  will  be  because  I  have  a  vacation  day  scheduled. 
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From : 

To: 

Date  : 
Subj  act : 


Charles  Harris,  Steve  Benka  (Charles  Harris)  (Charles  Harris) 
JSCHMIDT 

2  Dec  1997  (Tue)  12:30 
rescindment 


As  agreed  in  the  last  staff  meeting,  our  mutual  acceptance  of  a  "code  of  behavior 
supersedes  any  outstanding  verbal  or  written  reprimand  to  you  or  any  member  of  the 
staff  for  any  perceived  violation  of  this  code.  Onward  and  upward! 
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From: 

Stephen  Benka 

To: 

Jeff  Schmidt 

Date: 

8/19/99  7:09pm 

Subject: 

First  thoughts  on  your  response  to  the  review 

Jeff, 

Because  you  didn't  have  time  to  discuss  your  response  to  your  review  when  you  gave  it  to  me,  here  are  my  initial 
thoughts  on  the  inaccuracies  that  you  perceive.  Let's  discuss  this  further  as  soon  as  possible. 

Your  example  #1:  You  neglected  to  mention  that,  initially,  you  had  wanted  to  count  Goldstein  as  one  long  article,  not 
two.  However,  because  you  had  completed  Goldstein  within  the  previous  review  cycle,  and  because  you  were  two 
full  articles  short  of  your  already  reduced  (because  of  your  cancelled  paternity  leave)  production  goal  for  last  year, 
we  counted  them  as  two  and  included  them  in  that  cycle.  This  ensured  that  you  would  receive  an  "acceptable"  rating, 
which  was  clearly  in  your  best  interest. 

Each  editor  who  worked  on  decadal  excerpts  for  the  anniversary  issue  did  the  equivalent  of  one  full  article's 
work  in  his  or  her  decade.  There  would  be  no  reason  to  count  yours  otherwise,  except  that  your  work  on  your  decade 
had  to  be  largely  redone  by  someone  else. 

As  of  today,  to  my  knowledge,  the  Will  article  is  not  yet  completed.  If  it  were,  I  would  count  it  as  an  article 
completed  within  this  review  period. 

Your  example  #2:  You  are  right  that  I  should  have  discussed  the  change  of  weights  with  you.  I  apologize  for  not 
having  done  so.  Let's  discuss  and  agree  on  your  job  description  as  soon  as  possible. 

Your  example  #3:  My  description  is  accurate. 

Your  example  #4:  Your  appeal  to  Charles  Harris,  Theresa  Braun,  and  James  Stith  was  the  proper  procedure  to 
follow.  However,  as  we  discussed  earlier  today  (and  at  other  times),  your  surreptitious  circulation  of  your  response  to 
the  staff  was  entirely  inappropriate. 

I  still  would  like  you  to  tell  me  which  member  or  members  of  the  staff  you  have  discussed  this  year's  review  with. 
—Steve 


S  001529 


Salary  equity 

I  worked  with  other  staff  members  to  demand  pay  equity 
at  Physics  Today.  On  behalf  of  those  of  us  who  were  pushing 
for  this,  I  told  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  at 
their  4  October  1996  meeting  that  the  large  salary 
differentials  among  the  staff  were  not  only  unfair,  but  also 
divisive  and  bad  for  morale  and  productivity.  I  raised  the 
issue  at  various  staff  meetings  as  well.  Management  was  not 
pleased  by  the  pressure  we  applied,  in  part  because  it 
forced  them  to  give  a  staff  member  (name  withheld)  a  special 
25%  salary  increase,  beginning  on  1  June  1997. 

Affirmative  action 

Management's  anger  at  me  increased  dramatically,  and 
never  subsided,  when  I  worked  with  Jean  Kumagai  and  other 
staff  members  (names  withheld)  to  assert  the  need  for  equal 
opportunity  and  affirmative  action  in  hiring  at  Physics 
Today.  We  raised  the  issue  when  Ray  Ladbury  left  the 
magazine,  creating  an  opening  on  the  editorial  staff.  (His 
replacement,  Charles  Day,  started  work  on  2  June  1997.)  I 
spoke  out  strongly  on  the  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative 
action  issue,  because  Jean  and  I  and  the  others  didn't  think 
Physics  Today  or  AIP  management  took  it  seriously.  Our 
concerns  were  largely  ignored,  and  so,  later  in  the  year,  we 
decided  to  bring  the  problem  to  the  attention  of  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee  at  its  annual  meeting,  held  17 
October  1997.  On  behalf  of  the  concerned  staff  members 
(names  withheld),  I  brought  the  matter  to  the  committee's 
attention . 

One  week  later,  on  24  October  1997,  American  Institute 
of  Physics  Executive  Director/CEO  Marc  Brodsky  called  me  and 
said  that  I  had  made  "a  very,  very  serious  charge." 

(Detailed  notes  available.)  He  directed  me  to  meet  with  him 
and  defend  my  charge,  and  I  did  so  on  5  November  1997.  At 
that  meeting  I  gave  Brodsky  a  note  summarizing  the  important 
points.  Rather  than  repeat  those  points  here,  I  am 
attaching  a  copy  of  the  note.  (See  note  of  5  November 
1997.)  That  note  is  an  important  part  of  this  appeal  about 
my  performance  review,  and  so  I  ask  that  you  read  it. 

At  my  meeting  with  Brodsky  I  also  pointed  out  that  AIP 
had  failed  to  conduct  the  affirmative  action  training  that 
it  promised  to  conduct  in  its  284-page  "1996  Affirmative 
Action  Program  for  American  Institute  of  Physics."  (See 
attached  excerpts.)  Among  the  many  promises  that  AIP  makes 
in  that  1996  document  is  that  "During  the  current  plan  year 
we  will  be  conducting  training  for  all  employees  about  our 
affirmative  action  program  and  equal  employment  opportunity 
in  the  workplace."  I  pointed  out  to  Brodsky  that  AIP  did 
not  conduct  the  promised  training.  He  countered  by  saying 
that  he  was  pretty  sure  that  he  mentioned  affirmative  action 
either  at  the  one-hour  question-and- answer  session  that  he 
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held  on  20  June  1996  or  at  the  ’Q&A  meeting  that  he  conducted 
for  employees  at  AIP's  facility  in  Woodbury,  New  York.  (I 
recall  no  such  mention  at  the  20  June  1996  College  Park 
meeting.)  He  indicated  that  this  mention  was  the  promised 
affirmative  action  "training.” 

Brodsky  said  he  would  look  into  affirmative  action  at 
Physics  Today  and  tell  me  what  he  found.  After  a  4.5-month 
investigation,  he  met  with  me  on  20  March  1998  and  reported 
that  he  found  that  Physics  Today's  affirmative  action 
program  was  doing  very  well.  He  said  he  judges  the  program 
by  its  results.  (This  was  mysterious,  because  as  of  20 
March  1998,  the  Physics  Today  staff  in  the  College  Park 
office  was  all  white;  out  of  a  staff  of  18,  the  magazine  had 
only  one  minority  employee,  working  from  New  York.)  I  asked 
again  about  the  promised  affirmative  action  training.  This 
time  he  said  he  was  sure  that  he  had  mentioned  affirmative 
action  at  both  1996  Q&A  meetings,  and  he  again  indicated 
that  such  mention  was  the  promised  affirmative  action 
training.  After  extensive  questioning,  he  said  that  such 
mention  was  "part  of"  the  promised  training.  I  asked  him 
when  the  rest  of  the  training  would  be  done,  and  he  promised 
to  look  into  that.  In  the  end,  I  told  Brodsky  that  we  still 
believe  our  concerns  to  be  well  founded  and  that  we  are 
disappointed  with  his  response.  Apparently  in  Brodsky's 
view,  however,  the  upshot  of  what  happened  is  that  I  leveled 
serious,  totally  unfounded  charges  at  AIP,  and  he  is  not 
happy  about  that . 

1997  retreat 

Management's  anger  at  me  increased  yet  again  (and  has 
not  decreased  since)  when  I  helped  raise  staff  concerns 
before  and  during  the  25  September  1997  one-day  Physics 
Today  retreat.  Before  that  meeting,  I  played  a  leading  role 
in  producing  a  list  of  proposed  agenda  items  that 
represented  a  few  of  the  many  staff  concerns.  A  majority  of 
the  staff  supported  it,  and  half  of  the  staff  signed  it. 

(See  attached  e-mail  message  of  18  September  1997.)  The  top 
item  on  that  list  was  a  request  for  greater  staff 
participation  in  decision  making.  The  days  leading  up  to 
the  meeting  saw  much  debate  between  management  and  many 
staff  members  over  the  meeting  agenda,  which  management  was 
formulating.  Harris  became  upset  that  the  staff  wasn't 
embracing  his  agenda,  and  he  began  treating  me  and  my 
coworker  Graham  Collins  as  ringleaders  on  the  staff  side, 
apparently  becoming  permanently  angry  at  us. 

At  the  retreat  itself  I  asked  if  staff  members  could 
ask  questions.  Harris  said  no.  I  then  said  that  I  thought 
that  we  should  be  allowed  to  ask  questions.  Harris  angrily 
said  "No,  That's  an  order!"  Some  days  after  the  meeting  he 
explained  that  he  thought  my  request  for  the  right  to  ask 
questions  was  another  attempt  to  promote  the  staff  agenda. 

At  the  retreat  and  in  subsequent  weeks,  a  number  of  brave 
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One  Physic*  Ellipse 
College  Peric,  MD  20740-3843 

Tel.  301-209-3100 
Fax  301-209-0843 

1996  AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  PROGRAM 


FOR 


AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PHYSICS 


Program  completed  by: 


Theresa  Braun 

Director  of  Human  Resources  and 
EEO  Coordinator 


Address: 


Program  approved  by: 


One  Physics  Ellipse 
College  Park,  MD  20740-3843 


:  H.  Brodsky  y 
.  Executive  Director/CEO 


This  Affirmative  Action  Program  is  effective  from  January  1,  1996  to  December  31,  1996. 


M*mb«r  fooktltti 

The  American  Physical  Society 
Optical  Society  of  America 
Acoustical  Society  of  America 
The  Society  of  Rheology 

American  Association  of 
Physics  Teachers 

American  Crystallographic 
Association 

American  Astronomical  Society 

American  Association  of 
Physicists  in  Medkrine 

American  Vacuum  Society 
American  Geophysical  Union 
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INTER  -  OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


•July  11,  1996 


TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:  Affirmative  Action-- 1995 

Below  are  the  area  in  which  AIP  had  underutilization  in  1995: 

Senior  Managers  Female  and  Minority  Underutilization 

Senior  Professionals  Female  Underutilization 

Other  Professionals  Minority  Underutilization 


Theresa  C.  Braum  .• 
Melinda  Underw^oc 


Let  me  know  if  you  want  to  develop  a  narrative  discussion  of  goals  for  the  Affirmative 
Action  Plan  for  1996-1997. 


The  American  Institute  of  Phvsics---Discussion  of  Goals  (1995) 


After  analyzing  our  Affirmative  Action  plan  and  looking  at  the  utilization  analysis,  it  has  come  to 
the  attention  of  the  American  Institute  of  Physics  (AIP)  that  underutilization  of  minorities  and 
females  exist  in  the  following  job  group: 

Senior  Managers  (101)  Female  and  Minority 

Sr.  Professionals  (201)  Female 

Other  Professionals  (202)  Minority 

The  American  Institute  of  Physics  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  equal  opportunity 
employer.  Our  goals  for  increasing  utilization  of  the  above  groups  will  include: 

►  Broadening  the  scope  of  our  recruiting  efforts.  This  will  include  expanding  our  recruiting 
outlets  and  resources  such  as  utilizing  the  Internet,  Department  of  Labor,  and  community 
resources  for  job  postings. 

►  Exploring  diversity  training  and  continue  to  monitor  hiring  process.  AIP  is  looking  into 
offering  diversity  training  for  hiring  managers  and  supervisors. 

►  Examining  and  identifying  internal  candidates  for  open  positions  and  career  development. 
This  will  include  continuing  cross  job  training,  development  of  skills,  and  promotion  of 
existing  tuition  reimbursement  program. 
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RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 


A.  Executive  Management  Responsibility 

As  the  representative  of  executive  management,  the  EEO 
Coordinator  has  primary  responsibility  and  accountability  for 
implementing,  directing  and  monitoring  this  Affirmative  Action 
Plan. 

1.  Implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs  set 
forth  in  this  Plan,  including  the  development  of 
policy  statements  and  related  internal .  and 
external  communication  procedures  to  disseminate 
those  policy  statements. 

2.  Developing  and  supervising  the  presentation  of 
our  equal  employment  opportunity  policy  during 
the  supervisory  training  and  new  employee 
orientation  programs,  which  may  include  question- 
and- answer  sessions  for  supervisors  and  employees 
answering  their  questions  about  this  Affirmative 
Action  Plan. 

3.  Designing  and  implementing  an  audit  and  reporting 
system  that  will  accomplish  the  following: 

(i)  Measure  the  effectiveness  of  our  affir¬ 
mative  action  programs. 

(ii)  Indicate  when  remedial  action  is 
needed. 

(iii)  Determine  the  degree  to  which  our  goals 
and  objectives  have  been  attained. 

4.  Advising  management  and  supervisory  personnel  on 
developments  in  the  laws  and  regulations  govern¬ 
ing  equal  employment  opportunity. 

5 .  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and  all 
enforcement  agencies . 

6  .  Identifying  problem  areas  and  establishing  goals 
and  objectives  to  remedy  underutilization  in 
major  job  groups,  if  any  underutilization  exists. 

7.  Conferring  with  community  organizations  repre¬ 
senting  women,  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled 
and  older  workers. 
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8.  Auditing  periodically  our  on-the-job  training, 

hiring  and  promotion  patterns  to  remove  impedi¬ 
ments  to  attainment  of  the  Company's  goals  and 
objectives.  ‘  : 

9.  Rating  supervisory  employees  based,  In  part ,  up&n 
their  efforts  and  smccess  in  furthering  the  goal 
of  equal  employment  opportunity,  and  informing 
supervisory  employees  of  this  evaluation 
practice. 

10.  Discussing  peiibdicall.y  the  Company's  commitment 

to  equal  employment  ^opportunity  with  managers, 
supervisors,  and  employees.  During  these 

discussions,  tlie_.EE0-r Coordinator  will  stress  the 
importance  of  affirmative  action,  as  well  as 
Eondisr'riminatii  on . 

Oil.  Reviewing  the  gualif icatdLons  of  all  employees  to 
insure  thiat  minorities  aond  won em  are  given  full 
oppor  t  uriit  i  e  s  i:or  transfers,  promotions  and 
trainings 

02  .  Providing  access  to  xareer  counseling  for  all 
erploye^ss... 

13..  Conducting  periodic  auSr.ts  to  ensure  that  the 
Company  is?  in  compliance  with  federal  and  state 
h  ws  and  regulations  regpiiring:: 

i  )  Proper  display  of  pesters  explaining 

the  Gmpanyis  *obligc£t'ion  to  engage  in 
nondtecrimirrEtxcory  empO  oyment  practices  . 

(  rii)  Integr  ation  off  all  fecilit ies  ’which  we 

main.te.in  for  ttbie  use  and  benefit  of  our 
emplxyees . 

(  iii)  Maiiteinance  erf  comparable  facilities , 

including  loclker  rearms  and  rest  rooms, 
for  employees;  of  boftfh  sexes.. 

(iv)  Providing  full  opportunity  for 

advancement  and  encouraging  minority' 
and  female  employees  to  participate  in 
educational*  training,  recreational  and 
social  activities  sponsored  by  the 
Company . 

14.  Counseling  supervisors  and  managers  to  ttake 
actions  necessary  to  prevent  harassment  of 
employees  placed  through  affiraaitive  action 
efforts  and  to  eliminate  the  cause  of  such 
complaints.  Further,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will 
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counsel  supervisors  and  managers  not  to  tolerate 
discriminatory  treatment  of  any  employee  by 
another  employee  or  supervisor  and  to  report  all 
complaints  or  incidents  to  him. 

15.  Establishing  an  internal  complaint  system  that 
will  enable  employees  to  discuss  complaints  with 
the  EEO  Coordinator  whenever  they  feel  that  they 
are  being  discriminated  against 'on  the  basis  of 
race,  color,  religion,  sex,  national  origin, 
disability  or  veterans'  status. 

16.  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and 
community  organizations  representing  minorities, 
women,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  older  workers . 

17.  Developing  expertise  and  knowledge  of  equal 
employment  opportunity  guidelines  and  regulations 
in  order  to  advise  and  update  top  management  and 
supervisory  personnel  concerning  developments 
affecting  our  equal  employment  opportunity 
program. 

B .  The  Responsibilities  of  Supervisors  and  Managers 

All  supervisors  and  managers  must  share  in  the  day  to 
day  responsibility  for  implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs 
set  forth  in  this  plan.  Specifically,  they  must  endeavor  to: 

1 .  Respond  to  inquiries  about  our  Affirmative  Action 
and  Equal  Employment  Policy,  after  consulting  • 
with  our  EEO  Coordinator. 

2.  Assist  our  EEO  Coordinator  during  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  allegations  of  discrimination. 

3  .  Participate  in  recruitment  and  accommodation 
efforts  designed  to  enable  disabled  individuals, 
disabled  veterans  and  others  to  secure  employment 
and  to  advance  to  positions  for  which  they  are 
qualified. 

4.  Ensure  that  all  federal  and  state  posters 
explaining  the  laws  prohibiting  discrimination 
are  properly  displayed. 

5.  Participate  in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  affirmative  action  programs. 
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DISSEMINATION  OF  EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  POLICY 


I  •  Internal  Dissemination 

The  Company  will  take  the  following  actions  to 
disseminate  its  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Policy,  as 
appropriate,  on  a  regular  and  continuing  basis. 

A.  Including  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  Policy  statement  in  its  policy  manual  and 
employee  handbook,  as  published.  A  copy  of  our  EEO  Policy,  which 
is  contained  in  our  Employee  Handbook,  is  attached  at  the  end  of 
this  section. 

B.  Meeting  with  supervisory  personnel  to  explain  the 
intent  of  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Policy  and 
their  individual  responsibilities  for  its  implementation.  We 
conducted  supervisory  training  for  all  management  about  equal 
employment  opportunity,  affirmative  action  and  sexual  harassment 
during  Plan  Year  1995  and  have  continued  the  training  into  Plan 
Year  1996.  We  have  attached  information  relating  to  our 
supervisory  training  at  the  end  of  this  section. 

C.  Scheduling  special  meetings  with  employees  or 
using  Company  newsletters  to  discuss  and  explain  individual 
employee  responsibilities  or  opportunities  under  the  affirmation 
action  program.  During  the  current  plan  year  we  will  be  conducting 
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•training  for  all  employees  about  our  affirmative  action  program  and 
equal  employment  opportunity  in  the  workplace. 

D.  Discussing  our  equal  employment  policy  during  any 
orientation  programs  we  hold,  at  which  time  all  new  employees  (and 
if  applicable,  transferred  and  promoted  employees)  will  be  advised 
of  our  commitment  to  affirmative  action  and  equal  employment  oppor¬ 
tunity.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively  supporting  the 
employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  women  will  be 
explained  during  these  sessions.  During  these  orientation  sessions 
a  management  representative  from  various  areas  of  the  Company, 
including  Human  Resources,  explains  the  function  of  their 
department.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively 
supporting  the  employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and 
women  are  explained  during  these  sessions.  We  have  attached  at  the 
end  of  this  section  an  "Overview  of  New  Employee  Orientation 
Process",  which  includes  a  copy  of  our  "New  Employee  Checklist," 
and  addresses  equal  employment  opportunity  and  affirmative  action 
in  the  workplace. 


E.  Posting  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employ¬ 
ment  Policy,  along  with  all  required  State  and  federal  informa¬ 
tional  posters,  on  our  bulletin  boards,  and  updating  such  posters 
as  required.  Our  "Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Policy  Statement",  "Invitation  to  Vietnam  Era  and 
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IDENTIFICATION  OF  PROBLEM  AREAS  (DEFICIENCIES) 
BY  ORGANIZATIONAL  UNIT  AND  BY  JOB  GROUP 


I  •  UNDERUTILIZATION 

The  EEO  Coordinator  conducted  a  Utilization  Analysis 
for  the  1996  Plan  Year  in  which  she  compared  the  workforce 
representation  of  minorities  and  females  to  their  statistical 
availability  by  job  group.  The  Utilization  Analysis  led  the 
Company  to  identify  the  following  areas  of  underutilization: 

Females  are  statistically  underutilized  in  job 
groups  101  (Senior  Managers)  and  201  (Senior 
Professionals) . 

Minorities  are  statistically  underutilized  in  Job 
Group  202  (Other  Professionals  Technicians)  . 

The  Company  is  addressing  these  potential  problem  areas 
by  establishing  goals  which  we  will  attempt  to  achieve  through 
specific  action  oriented  programs,  which  are  described  in  the 
section  of  this  plan  entitled  "Action  Oriented  Programs."  Our 
Utilization  Analysis  and  Goals  are  contained  behind  the  tabs,  so 
named,  in  this  affirmative  action  plan. 

II.  ADVERSE  IMPACT 

To  determine  if  our  selection  procedures  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minorities  and  females  during  the  first  six 
months  of  our  1996  Plan  Year,  we  conducted  an  adverse  impact 
analysis  upon  our  selection  decisions .  We  compared  the  selection 
ratios  of  minorities  and  females  to  those  of  non-minorities  and 
males,  respectively,  in  the  areas  of  hiring,  promotion  and 
termination.  Through  this  analysis  we  discovered  no  areas  for 
this  time  period  of  statistically  significant  adverse  impact. 

As  a  result  of  our  adverse  impact  analysis,  we  examined 
each  of  the  selection  decisions  that  occurred  in  job  groups  where 
adverse  impact  was  discovered  as  described  in  the  Action  Oriented 
Programs  section  of  our  plan.  Furthermore,  a  full  impact  ratio 
analysis  of  our  selection  decisions  and  a  narrative  discussion  of 
the  legitimate  business  reasons  supporting  our  decisions  is  found 
behind  the  "Jaar  Analysis,  Impact  Ratio  Analysis  and  Placement 
Analysis"  tab. 

III.  IN  GENERAL 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will,  on 
an  annual  basis,  as  applicable,  identify  potential  problem  areas 
in  the  total  employment  process,  which  may  include  review  of  the 
following  areas : 

A.  Composition  of  the  workforce  by  minority  group  status 

and  sex. 
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B.  Composition  of  applicant  flow  by  minority  group  status 
and  sex. 

C.  Overall  employee  selection  process  including  position 
specifications,  application  forms,  interviewing 
procedures,  test  administration,  test  validity, 
referral  procedures,  final  selection  process,  and  other 
employee  selection  procedures. 

D.  New  hires,  promotions,  terminations,  etc. 

E.  Utilization  of  training,  recreation  and  social  events 
and  other  programs  that  are  sponsored  by  the  Company . 

F .  Technical  phases  of  compliance  with  laws  prohibiting 
discrimination  in  employment  and  promoting  affirmative 
action  programs,  e.g.,  retention  of  applications, 
notifications  to  subcontractors,  etc. 

G.  "Underutilization"  of  minorities  or  women  in  specific 
job  groups. 

H.  Lateral  or  vertical  movement  of  minority  or  female 
employees  occurring  at  a  lesser  rate  than  that  of  non¬ 
minority  or  male  employees  . 

I.  The  selection  process  eliminating  a  significantly 
higher  percentage  of  minorities  or  women  than  non¬ 
minorities  or  men. 

J.  Application  and  other  preemployment  evaluation  forms  or 
procedures  not  in  compliance  with  federal  or  state  law. 


K.  Position  descriptions  inaccurate  in  relation  to  actual 
functions  and  duties  of  that  particular  job. 

L.  Dg.  facto  segregation,  by  race  or  sex,  existing  in  job 
titles  or- job  groups. 

M.  Seniority  provisions  contributing  to  overt  or 
inadvertent  discrimination  by  minority  group  status  or 
sex. 

N.  Non-support  of  our  affirmative  action  and  equal 
employment  programs  and  policies  by  managers, 
supervisors  or  employees. 

O.  Minorities  or  women  significantly  underrepresented  in 
training  or  career  improvement  programs . 

P.  Lack  of  formal  techniques  for  evaluating  effectiveness 
of  the  programs  set  forth  in  this  Plan. 
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27  April  1998 

To:  Theresa  Braun,  Director  of  Human  Resources,  and  James 

Stith,  Director  of  Physics  Programs,  American  Institute  of 
Physics 

From:  Jeff  Schmidt,  Senior  Associate  Editor,  Physics  Today 

Subject:  My  1998  performance  review 

I  am  writing  to  ask  that  my  1998  performance  review  be 
redone.  Physics  Today  editor  Stephen  Benka  wrote  the  review 
under  the  direction  of  Physics  Today  publisher  Charles 
Harris.  I  discussed  the  review  with  Benka,  who,  after 
consulting  with  Harris,  refused  to  make  any  of  the  revisions 
that  I  requested.  Therefore  I  am  appealing  to  you  to 
produce  a  new  review. 

The  review  was  not  conducted  -in  accord  with  American 
Institute  of  Physics  policy  or  procedures,  and  the  result  is 
not  a  fair  assessment  of  my  work  as  a  feature  articles 
editor  at  AIP's  Physics  Today  magazine.  I  am  asking  you  to 
produce  a  new  review  not  just  in  the  interest  of  accuracy, 
but  also  as  a  necessary  affirmation  that  in  the  future  the 
American  Institute  of  Physics  will  treat  its  employees 
fairly . 

The  review  lowers  my  performance  rating  from  last 
year's  "4"  ("Exceeds  Job  Requirements")  to  a  "3"  ("Meets  Job 
Requirements")  even  though  this  year  I  did  more  work  and 
more  innovative  work.  Producing  feature  articles  for  the 
monthly  magazine  is  a  team  effort,  and  I  think  that  the  many 
staff  members  with  whom  I  work  will  testify  that  my  work  is 
better  than  average. 

The  biased  review  that  I  received  is  punishment  for  my 
organizing  activity  at  the  magazine.  It  is  one  of  a  number 
of  recent  reprisals  for  --  and  moves  to  stop  --  such 
activity,  in  which  I  have  played  a  leading  role  in  the 
interest  of  both  the  magazine's  staff  and  the  .physics 
community.  The  central  retaliatory  feature  of  the  review  is 
that  it  makes  what  it  admits  are  "new  demands,"  which  amount 
to  a  sharp  increase  in  my  workload. 

I  have  had  17  performance  reviews  since  I  began  working 
at  Physics  Today  in  March  1981,  but  until  now  I  have  never 
needed  to  write  a  response  to  one.  This  time,  however,  not 
only  is  the  review  inaccurate,  but  my  supervisor,  editor 
Benka,  presented  it  to  me  with  the  attitude  that  performance 
reviews  at  AIP  are  not  done  with  employees,  but  are  done  to 
them.  This  violates  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  AIP 
policy.  He  acted  as  if  he  were  not  permitted  to  change  the 
review  in  any  significant  way,,  and  so  his  discussion  of  its 
contents  was  only  pro  forma. 

In  this  memo  I  will  first  describe  some  of  the  ways  in 
which  the  review  is  inaccurate,  and  then  I  will  explain  how 
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it  is 'a  reprisal  for  my  organizing  activity  and  part  of  a 
series  of  recent  attempts  to  stop  me  from  engaging  in  any 
further  collective  activity  at  the  magazine. 


Review  inaccurate 

1  will  go  over  every  sentence  of  the  performance  review 
and  show  how  the  review  plays  down  or  completely  leaves  out 
my  accomplishments  while  contriving  deficiencies  and  playing 
them  up.  The  review  has  four  sections:  three  sections 
focusing  on  my  major  areas  of  work  responsibility  and  one 
section  of  additional  comments . 

Article  editing 

Concerning  my  article  editing  work,  the  review  states 
that  "Jeff '  s  articles  are  generally  ready  on  time  and  are 
often  early."  This  plays  down  my  accomplishments  and  does 
so  deliberately,  because  management  keeps  records  of 
deadlines  and  work  -  completion  dates. and  is  fully  aware  of 
what  I  have  done  in  this  regard.  The  words  "generally  ready 
on  time"  must  be  changed,  because  my  articles  were  alyays 
ready  on  time  and  never  delayed  an  issue  of  the  magazine. 

And  the  words  "often  early"  must  also  be  changed,  because  my 
articles  were  almost  a r ways  early  and  were  often  very  early . 

This  is  not  to  say  that  management  can . reasonably  hold 
me  responsible  for  the  zinal  completion  dates  of  the 
articles  that  I  work  on.  They  cannot,  because  the 
publication  process  depends  upon  the  work  of  the  magazine's 
editor  and  many  coworkers,  over  whom  I  have  no  authority. 
What  my- review  should  nets  is  that  I  always  did  my  part  as 
fast  or  faster  than  can  reasonably  be  expected,  and 
certainly  much  faster  than  average .  At  one  point  during  the 
year,  for  example,  I  had  two  feature  articles  ready  to  go  to 
the  printer  more  than  a  month  before  the  deadline  (discussed 
further  in  the  following  two  paragraphs)  .  As  far  as  anyone 
can  remember,  this  had  never  been  accomplished  before  at 
Physics  Today.  My  articles  came  close  to  the  deadline  only 
when  the  editor  failed  to  meet  his  deadline  for  obtaining 
the  articles  and  giving  them  to  me  to  edit.  I  ask  that  you 
rewrite  this  part  of  my  performance  review  and  increase  the 
numerical  rating  to  reflect  the  resulting  more  accurate 
appraisal.  I  am  asking  you  to  do  this  not  just  to  make  my 
review  more  accurate,  but  also  to  assert  that  it  is  not  AIP 
policy  to  begrudge  an  employee  praise  when  it  is  due,  even 
•if  AIP  has  a  grudge  against  that  employee. 

On  the  issue  of  deadlines,  I  would  like  AIP  to  use  its- 
own  performance  as  the  standard  for  comparison.  AIP  gave  me 
my  performance  review  more  than  five  weeks  late,  missing  its 
mid- February  deadline  and  then  not  even  completing  the 
review  by  the  middle  of  the  following  month.  Benka  dated  my 
review  12  March,  signed  it  on  23  March  and  gave  it  to  me  on 
24  March. 
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One  big  reason  that  I  did  more  work  this  year  than  last 
year  was  because  management  stated  that  it  wanted  the 
magazine  to  have  a  backlog  of  feature  articles  that  were 
edited  and  completely  ready  to  be  sent  to  the  printer.  I 
supported  this  goal  and  produced  such  articles,  but  this 
unprecedented  accomplishment  is  not  mentioned  in  my 
performance  review.  Management  is  fully  aware  of  my 
accomplishment,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  they  praised 
it  at  a  staff  meeting. 

Working  way  ahead  of  the  deadline  has  the  potential 
advantage  of  avoiding  some  major  inefficiencies  (described 
in  the  following  paragraph),  but  doing  so  turned  out  to 
involve  extra  work,  because  although  management  asked  for 
and  praised  the  result,  they  did  not  support  the  effort 
while  it  was  underway.  It  was  left  to  me  to  bring  about  the 
changes  in  the  workplace  necessary  to  work  ahead.  The 
editor  consistently  maintained  a  crisis  mentality,  always 
giving  priority  to  work  for  the  next  issue  --  which  he 
always  worried  would  be  late  --  over  work  for  future  issues. 
Because  the  work  of  most  employees  on  a  forthcoming  issue 
doesn't  end  until  around  the  time  that  the  issue  goes  to 
press,  the  editor,  with  his  crisis  priorities,  never  deemed 
it  reasonable  to  work  on  later  issues.  I  was  able  to 
accomplish  management's  goal  of  completing  work  ahead  of 
schedule  only  by  working  directly  with  the  staff  team  that 
actually  does  the  work  .(Rita  Wehrenberg,  editorial 
assistance;  Paul  Elliott,  copy  editing;  Elliot  Plotkin,  art 
work;  Judy  Barker,  proof  reading;  Carol  Lucas,  photo 
permissions) ,  and  carefully  avoiding  coming  to  the  overly 
insecure  editor  with  questions  of  work  priority.  I  ask  you 
to  add  this  accomplishment  to  my  performance  review  and 
raise  the  numerical  rating  to  reflect  the  resulting  less 
biased  appraisal .  I  ask  you  to  do  this  not  only  to  make  my 
performance  review  more  accurate,  but  also  as  a  way  of 
saying  that  AIP  does  not  condone  biased  appraisals  of' 
employees . 

Another  big  reason  I  did  more  work  this  year  was  the 
inefficiency  caused  by  the  magazine's  periodic  exhaustion  of 
its  supply  of  feature  article  manuscripts  that  are  ready  to 
edit  for  publication.  It  is  Benka's  responsibility  to 
obtain  articles  for  the  magazine.  The  shortage  of  articles 
resulted  in  a  very  uneven  work  flow  and  forced  me  to  edit 
some  articles  close  to  the  deadline,  which  often  meant 
editing  in  parallel  with  the  author's  making  revisions.  It 
is  easy  for  the  editor  to  say  "just  work  in  parallel,"  but 
such  work  often  necessitates  reediting  material  that  the 
author  changes  and  discarding  edited  material  that  the 
author  removes,  and  a  host  of  other  problems.  The  shortage 
of  articles  led  me  to  write  to  the  editor  in  the  middle  of 
the  year  asking  for  more  work.  (See  attached  memo  of  18 
August  1997 .  ) 
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The  numbers  given  in  the  performance  review  are  ali 
wrong..  The  review  says  that  this  year  I  ''was  asked  to 
produce  16-18  articles."  In  fact,  the  agreed  upon  rate  was 
initially  16  per  year,  not  "16-18,"  the  precise  meaning  of 
which  is  not  at  all  clear  since  there  presumably  is  no  Upper 
limit.  Benka  and  I  later  in  the  year  agreed  to  reduce  the 
annual  rate  to  14  and  increase  the  amount  of  work  that  I  do 
in  areas  other  than  editing,  yet  the  number  "i4"  never 
appears  in  my  performance  review.  I  ask  you  to  correct 
this  . 


As  far  as  the  article  editing  part  of  my  job  goes,  my 
production  rate  is  supposed  to  be  measured  by  the  number  of 
articles  published  in  the  magazine  in  the  issues  March  1997 
through  February  1998,  as  is  written  at  the  top  of  the 
review  form.  During  that  year  I  edited  13  articles  (Mahan, 
Ferguson,  Crabtree,  Crowley,  North,  Parsegian/Austin , 

Harris,  Soulen,  Libicki,  Perl,  Ross,  Riordan,  Mourou)  ,.  one 
of  which  (the  Parsegian  and  Austin  combination  article) 
should  count  as  more  than  one  because  making  it  happen 
involved  a  lot  of  extra  work.  (More  about  that  article 
below.)  Although  this  is  less  than  the  agreed  upon  goal,  it 
should  be  deemed  acceptable  because  of  the  shortage  of 
articles  (AIP  should  not  hold  employees  responsible  for 
doing  work  that  is  not  available  to  do)  and  because  of  the 
extra  work  caused  by  that  shortage  and  by  management's  lack 
of  support  for  working  ahead.  Please  correct  the  accounting 
in  this  part  of  the  review. 

The  review  gives  an  incorrect  reason  (a  personal 
reason)  for  the  mid-year  change  in  my  job  description.  The 
reduction  in  my  article  editing  goal  from  16  to  14,  and  the 
corresponding  increase  in  my  work  following  up  with  authors 
on  articles  that  have  been  solicited,  was  prompted  by  the 
magazine's  shortage  of  articles.  On  18  August  1997  I  gave 
Benka  a  note  (attached)  asking  for  more  articles  to  edit. 

On  19  August  1997  he  answered  with  a  very  defensive  -note 
(attached)  blaming  me  in  part  for  the  magazine's  shortage  of 
articles  and  at  the  same  time  denying  that  there  was  any 
such,  shortage.  He  claimed  that  I  was  in  part  to  blame, 
because  following  up  on  solicited  articles  was  part  of  my 
job.  On  the  same  day  (19  August  1997)  Benka  secretly 
altered  my  job  description,  adding  truth  to  his  claim  that 
solicitation  follow-up  was  a  significant  part  of  my  job. 

When  I  discovered  the  change,  he  and  I  discussed  it  and  I 
agreed  to  make  solicitation  follow-up  a  bigger  part  of  my 
job.  I  asked  him  to  write  me  a  note  saying  that  my  job 
description  had  been  changed  (see  25  August  1997  note  from 
Benka,  attached) . 

The  change  in  my  job  description,  while  made  official 
in 'the  middle  of  the  year,  should  be  considered  retroactive 
to  the  beginning  of  the  year,  because  the  problem  it 
addressed  was  long-standing  and  I  had  long  before  addressed 
it  on  my  own:  The  shortage  of  articles  to  edit  had  already 
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led  me  to  shift  some  of  my  work  from  editing  to  solicitation 
follow-up.  Solicitation  follow-up  is  an  area  in  which  I 
make  valuable  contributions  to  the  magazine.  This  often 
time-consuming  work  includes  giving  feedback  to  authors  and 
working  closely  with  them  to  develop  greatly  improved 
articles  for  the  magazine. 

Finally ,  on  2  September  1997  I  gave  Berika  a  note 
(attached)  explaining  that  solicitation  f olioW-up  was  not 
the  weak  link  in  the  magazine's  feature  article  operation. 
That  note,  the  contents  of  which  Benka  never  disputed,  is  an 
important  part  of  this  appeal  about  my  performance  review, 
and  as  such,  I  ask  you  to  read  it.  Please  remove  from  my 
performance  review  the  incorrect  reason  given  for  the  change 
in  my  job  description,  and  add  a  statement  concerning  the 
magazine's  shortage  of  articles,  because  it  played  a  crucial 
role  in  my  work  last  year. 

My  work  on  the  Parsegian/Austin  combination  article  is 
one  of  many  examples  of  how  my  performance  review  leaves  out 
major  contributions  that  I  have  made  to  the  magazine  (while 
carefully  including  minor,  largely  contrived,  deficiencies) . 
Physics  Today  was  planning  to  publish  in  its  July  1997  issue 
a  manuscript  by  V.  Adrian  Parsegian  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  but  the  article  received  a  highly 
negative  appraisal  from  the  magazine's  external  reviewer, 
Robert  H.  Austin  of  Princeton  University.  This  caused  a' 
crisis,  because  the  magazine  had  no  article  to  substitute  -- 
having  completely  run  out  of  articles  --  and  because  there 
was  no  time  for  Parsegian  to  make  the  extensive  revisions 
that  were  called  for  by  the  reviewer. 

Based  on  the  nature  of  Parsegian' s  article,  the  nature 
of  Austin's  review  and  my  confidence  in  the  critical 
abilities  of  the  magazine's  readers,  I  suggested  a  solution: 
Publish  the  article  and  the  review.  This  was  unprecedented 
at  Physics  Today,  but  the  editor  followed  my  advice,  in  part 
because  no  other  solution  was  apparent.  I  edited  the 
combination  article  and  review  and  handled  the  delicate  and 
protracted  negotiations  between  Parsegian  and  Austin,  who 
did  not  trust  each  other.  The  solution  was  innovative,  the 
result  was  outstanding  and  the  magazine  survived  a  crisis 
without  damage.  In  fact,  the  result  was  better  than  it 
would  have  been  had  there  been  no  crisis,  because  the  crisis 
allowed  the  magazine  to  break  with  tradition.  Yet  the 
managers,  who  seem  this  year  to  have  developed  photographic 
memories  for  negative  things  (real  or  contrived) ,  have 
completely  forgotten  about  my  special  contribution  to  the 
magazine  during  the  Parsegian  crisis.  I  ask  that  my  work  on 
the  Parsegian/Austin  article  be  described  on  my  annual 
review,  as  an  example  of  my  valuable  advice  and  above- 
average  work.  ,  And  I  ask  that  my  numerical  rating  be  raised 
to  reflect  the  new,  unbiased  text. 

You  might  think  it  strange  that  even  though  the  review 
states  that  I  edited  enough  articles  during  the  year,  it 
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iists  the  names  of  some  articles  that  1  didn'  t  edit  -- 
articles  that  were  never  assigned  to  me  and  that  I  was  not 
expected  to  edit.  That  list  appears  on  my  performance 
review  as  a  defensive  measure  by  the  editor  --  to  bolster 
his  claim  that  Under  his  editorship  the  magazine  does  not 
experience'  shortages  of  articles.  Soliciting  a  sufficient 
number  of  articles  for  the  magazine  is  the  editor's  job,  and 
so  the  appropriate  home  for  arguments  that  he  has  succeeded 
is  the  ''Employee's  Comments"  section  of  his  own  performance 
review.  Please  remove  the  sentence  and  its  negative 
connotation  from  my  performance  review.  (For  a  discussion 
of  how  the  list  is  not  even  what  it  claims  to  be,  see  the 
fourth  paragraph  of  my  memo  of  2  September  1997.)  Such 
lists  do  not  appear  on  the  performance  reviews  of  other 
employees.  The  performance  reviews  of  Physics  Today  news 
writers,  for  example,  do  not  contain  lists  of  the  countless 
news  stories  that  they  could  have  written  but  didn't. 

The  review  lists  three  articles  that  I  edited  (Perl, 
Crabtree/Nelson,  Mourou)  and  claims  that  the  quality  of  my 
work  varied.  In  fact,  because  of  my  own  standards  1  do  a 
quality  job  on  everything  I  do.  There  is,  of  course,  no 
objective  measure,  of  the  quality  of  editorial  work. 

Articles  are  inherently  different  and  hold  a  different 
appeal  to  different  readers.  In  my  performance  review  the 
editor  implies  that  praise  from  authors  is  one  measure,  but 
he  fails  to  note  that  we  received  praise  from  the  authors  of 
all  three  articles.  Martin  Perl,  winner  of  the  1995  Nobel 
Prize  in  Physics,  wrote  to  me  and  said  "Thank  you  for 
changing  my  ugly  duckling  of  a  manuscript  into  a  beautiful 
swan.  You  have  done  a  wonderful  job."  I  have  attached  a 
copy  of  his  note  along  with  a  note  from  George  Crabtree  of 
Argonne  National  Laboratory  praising  our  efficiency, 
competence  and  high  production  standards;  Mourou  delivered 
his  praise  in  a  telephone  call. 

It  is  true  that  she  changes  that  Benka  mentions  making 
in  the  Mourou  article  were  improvements  that  other  staff 
members  or  the  author  might  not  have  made  at  one  of  the 
later  stages  in  the  processing  of  the  article.  However-,  it 
is  wrong  to  use  this  as  the  sole  factor  in  judging  the 
quality  of  work  on  the  entire  article,  which  would  have  been 
excellent  even  without  Benka 's  improvements.  And  it  is  even 
more  wrong  to  use  it  to  judge  an  employee's  entire  year  of 
work.  Stephen  Benka  knows  this.  He  knows,  for  example, 
that  AIP  management  will  not  judge  all  of  his  excellent  work 
on  the  Mourou  article  solely  by  the  fact  that  he  tried  to 
introduce  a  mistake  in  the  article's  opening  paragraph  -- 
where  he  crossed  out  "30  angstroms"  and  wrote  in  "300  nm" 
and  had  to  be  corrected  by  the  Article  Editor.  And  he  knows 
that  his  supervisors  certainly  will  not  judge  his  entire 
year  of  work  in  part  by  this  mistake.  He  would  see 
mentioning  it  on  his  annual  performance  review  as  petty, 
mean-spirited  and  sure  to  make  team  work  impossible  because 
it  would  give  the  impression  that  no  error  is  too  small  for 
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the  people  that- he  works  with  to  silently  note  and  Use 
against  him  months  later.  Please  remove  from  my  performance 
review  the  entire  subjective  sentence  about  the  three 
articles . 

Solicitation  foilow-up 

Concerning  my  solicitation  follow-up  work*  the 
performance  review  understates  the  quality  of  my  work  and 
rates  me  only  slightly  above  average.  The  only  activity 
mentioned  is  that  I  "regularly  nudged  authors  and  reviewers 
whose  items  were  pending."  This  is  actually  the  smallest 
part  of  solicitation  follow-up  work.  The  biggest  part,  at 
least  for  the  articles  that  I  work  on,  is  giving  detailed 
feedback  to  the  author  and  working  with  the  author  to 
develop  a  much  better  article.  I  often  go  way  beyond  the 
call  of  duty,  taking  extra  time  to  work  closely  with  authors 
to  improve  the  final  result.  I  am  prepared  to  supply 
written  evidence  showing  that  my  work  in  this  area  is 
exemplary.  Please  change  the  review  so  that  it  more 
accurately  portrays  my  work  in  this  area,  and  raise  the 
numerical  rating  from  the  present  stingy  "3.5." 

Advice 

Concerning  the  advice  that  I  offer  on  editorial  and 
other  matters,  my  supervisors  have  suddenly  (that  is,  within 
this  review  period)  started  looking  for  ways  to  prove  that 
the  advice  I  offer  is  bad.  Coming  up  empty-handed,  they 
have  contrived  two  examples,  one  of  which  is  a  new,  negative 
interpretation  of  advice  I  gave  in  an  earlier  review  period. 
My  1998  performance  review  says,  "Jeff's  reviews  of 
manuscripts  have  been  completed  more  promptly  than  in  the 
past,  although  they  were  somewhat  less  helpful."  It  is 
simply  not  true  that  my  advice  was  less  helpful  this  year. 

My  comments  on  manuscripts  often  went  beyond  the  minimum 
requirements  and  spelled  out  in  detail  what  should  be  done 
to  produce  a  publishable  article. 

As  evidence  that  my  advice  is  less  helpful,  the 
performance  review  gives  only  the  following  example,  which 
is  presumably  my  most  deficient  piece  of  work  in  this  area 
for  the  entire  year:  "In  his  review  of  one  Letter  to  the 

Editor,  for  example,  he  showed  questionable  judgement  in  his 
assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of  the  authors  of  the 
Hubble  Deep  Field  article  (April  '97)."  There  is  absolutely 
no  truth  to  this  charge;  its  only  value  is  that  it  reveals 
the  bias  of  those  who  made  it.  I  demand  that  my  work  on 
this  letter  be  evaluated  by  an  unbiased  individual.  James 
Stith,  I  would  like  you  to  be  that  individual,  not  because 
it  is  your  job  to  handle’  appeals  from  Physics  Today,  but 
because  your  long-standing  interest  and  expertise  in  physics 
education  qualifies  you  to  evaluate  my  work  on  this  letter. 
All  work  on  the  letter  was  done  in  writing,  and  so  you  have 
a  100%  complete  record  to  review  (attached) .  I  challenge 
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you  to  find  anything  in  my  work  on  the  letter  for  which  I 
should  be  punished. 

Here  is  a  five-step  summary  of  the  facts  of  the  case: 

1.  i  edited  an  article  by  Henry  Ferguson  and  two  coauthors 
for  the  April  1997  issue  of  Physics  Today. 

2 .  Robert  Weinstock,  an  emeritus  professor  of  physics  at 
Oberlin’ College ,  submitted  a  letter  to  the  editor  saying 
that  he  didn't  understand  how  astronomers  could  look  back 
more  than  half  the  age  of  the  Universe,  as  a  photo  caption 
in  the  article  said.  "This  claim  seems  strange  to  me, " 
wrote  Weinstock,  "for  radiation  emitted  so  long  ago  must 
have  had  its  source  so  close  to  Earth  at  the  moment  of 
emission  --  according  to  the  generally  assumed  big-bang 
origin  of  the  currently  expanding  universe  --  that  it  would 
have  reached  Earth  [long  ago] . "  He  ended  his  letter  by 
saying  that  "If  there  is  something  wrong  with  my  analysis,  I 
shall  be  grateful  to  have  it  explained  to  me." 

3 .  I  thought  Weinstock  asked  an  intriguing  question  and 

that  many  of  our  readers  would  also  be  grateful  for  an 
explanation  (and  would  value  a  magazine  that  gave  them  such 
explanations).  Here,  in  its  entirety,  is  my  review  of  the 
letter:  "I  think  a  lot  of  our  readers  would  appreciate  an 

answer  to  the  question  that  Weinstock  raises.  I  suggest 
that  we  publish  a  shortened  letter  (see  enclosed  edited 
version)  along  with  an  answer  from  Ferguson."  (The 
parenthetical  words  were  part  of  my  review. ) 

4:  To  my  disappointment,  the  response  from  Ferguson  and  his 

coauthors  was  based  completely  on  equations,  with  no 
explanation  of  what  was  going  on.  I  wanted  a  physical 
explanation,  not  a  mathematical  one.  So  I  recommended  that 
we  ask  Ferguson  &  Co.  for  something  very  simple.  Of  course, 
as  good  science  writers  and  teachers  know,  an  explanation 
that  is. simple  and  without  equations  is  sometimes  much  more 
difficult  to  produce.  Sometimes  when  scientists  don't  have 
a  Feynman-style  intuitive  understanding  of  a  particular 
issue,  they  take  refuge  in  equations.  That  is,  sometimes 
authors  don't  understand  the  physics  of  every  item  that  they 
report  in  their  articles.  I  have  encountered  this  countless 
times  over  the  years  while  questioning  authors  so  that  I 
could  clarify  something  in  their  articles.  Sometimes  they 
say:  I  don't  know,  my  coauthor  wrote  that  part  of  the 
article.  Or  they  say:  I  don't  know,  I  got  that  from  So  and 
So' s  paper  in  such  and  such  journal.  So  in  my  review  of 
Ferguson's  letter  I  warned  that  this  was  one  possible  reason 
why  we  got  only  equations.  I  figured  that  if  we  were  aware 
of  this  possibility,  then  we  wouldn' t  go  back  to  the  authors 
again  and  again  in  a  futile  effort  to  get  something  that 
they  were  not  prepared  to  supply.  Here,  in  its  entirety,  is 
my  review  of  Ferguson's  letter:  "Weinstock' s  question 
should  get  a  physical  explanation  as  an  answer,  not  a 


S  002110 


9 


mathematical  oile  like  this.  I  say  drop  the  mathematical 
one,  don't  just  add  the  physical  one  to  it.  Perhaps  ask 
Ferguson  &  Co .  to  write  what  they  would  say  to  a  high-school 
student  (or  radio  audience)  who  noticed  this  seeming 
contradiction.  One  possible  reason  that  Fergie  &  Co. 
answered  as  they  did  is  that  they  don't  really  Understand 
the  physics  .  " 

5.  Benka  rejected  my  suggestion  that  we  ask  Ferguson  for  a 
simple  answer,  and,  ironically,  punished  me  seven  months 
later  for  not  being  fully  confident  that  Ferguson  could  have 
provided  such  an  answer.  Because  my  advice  was  rejected, 
Physics  Today  readers  ended  up  seeing  no  question  from 
Weinstock  and  no  answer  from  Ferguson. 

You  can  see  clearly  now  that  while  my  performance 
review  says,  "he  showed  questionable  judgement  in  his 
assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of  the  authors,"  I  in 
fact  never  made  any  assessment  of  the  physics  competence  of 
the  authors,  positive  or  negative.  Even  if  I  had  made  such 
an  assessment,  the  Physics  Today  managers  did  not  and  cannot 
accurately  claim  that  the  advice  it  led  me  to  give  was 
anything  less  than  excellent.  Their  relentless  search  to 
find  fault  with  my  work,  and  their  twisted  and  biased 
evaluations  of  my  work  when  it  contains  no  real  fault,  raise 
serious  questions  about  their  professionalism  as  managers 
and  certainly  disqualify  them  from  judging  my  performance. 

If  you  judge  that  I  did  good  work  on  the  letter,  as  I  claim, 
then  I  ask  that  my  performance  review  mention  that  work  as 
an  example  of  my  routine  interest  in  serving  the  magazine's 
readers,  and  that  the  numerical  rating  on  my  review  be 
raised  to  reflect  the  new,  unbiased  assessment.  I  ask  AIP 
to  make  these  adjustments  not  just  to  make  my  performance 
review  more  accurate,  but  more  importantly  as  an  urgently 
needed  announcement  that  AIP  will  no  longer  use  performance 
reviews  to  punish  employees  who  raise  troubling  workplace 
issues . 

As  with  every  other  part  of  my  performance  review, 

Benka  refused  to  make  any  changes  in  this  part  of  the  review 
when  I  pointed  out  its  inaccuracy.  I  asked  him  if  he  had 
any  other  examples  cf  my  supposedly  bad  judgment.  .All  he 
could  think  of  was  something  from  an  earlier  review  period: 
my  suggestion  that  Physics  Today  try  to  get  G.  Pascal 
Zachary  to  write  an  article  about  Vannevar  Bush.  Zachary  is 
a  journalist  --  one  of  the  best  in  the  country,  I  think  -- 
as  well  as  a  history  of  science  scholar.  I  had  learned  that 
he  was  writing  the  first  ever  biography  of  Bush,  who  was  the 
first  presidential  science  advisor  and  an  individual  who 
played  a  key  role  in  shaping  the  federal  science  policy  that 
prevailed  for  decades  after  World  War  II.  After  I  proposed 
this  article  at  a  staff  meeting,  Physics  Today  publisher 
Charles  Harris  spoke  about  it  with  AIP  history  division 
postdoc  Joel  Genuth,  a  friend  of  Harris's  at  the  time.  I 
spoke  with  Genuth,  too.  Genuth  advised  against  the  article, 
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because  Zachary  was  not  a  mainstream  thinker  --  quickly 
adding  that  he  (Genuth)  was  "no  slouch"  and  could  write  the 
article  for  Physics  Today.  At  a  subsequent  staff  meeting,  I 
reported  positive  evaluations  of  my  proposal  from  more 
established  science  historians  arid  argued  that  our  readers' 
could  handle  Zachary's  point  of  view.  But  Harris  stuck  with 
Genuth's  review,  and  so  that  was  the  end  of  my  proposal. 

Now,  more  than  a  year  later,  during  the  discussion  of 
my  1998  annual  review,  Benka  has  put  a  new,  totally  negative 
spin  on  my  work  on  the  Zachary  proposal.  To  my  surprise, 
when  he  mentioned  my  judgment  in  the  Zachary  case,  Benka 
showed  no  sign  of  embarrassment,  apparently  completely 
unaware  that  Zachary's  book  was  recently  published  to 
widespread  praise  and  attention.  The  vast  majority  of  books 
are  not  reviewed  anywhere,  but  Zachary's  Endless  Frontier: 
Vannevar  Bush,  Engineer  of  the  American  Century  (The  Free 
Press,  1997)  was  both  widely  and  positively  reviewed-  by 
well -respected  experts  writing  in  major  publications. 

(Please  read  the  attached  reviews.)  Apparently,  the 
official  Physics  Today  line  now  is  that  Zachary  managed  to 
hoodwink  major  American  publications  and  experts  --  but  not 
Physics  Today.  Again,  because  my  advice  was  not  followed, 
Physics  Today  readers  missed  out  on  what  surely  would  have 
been  an  interesting  article.  Yet  I  am  the  one  whose 
judgment  is  being  questioned  --  for  reasons  that  I  will 
explain  below. 

I  ask  that  my.  performance  review  be  corrected  so  that 
my  judgment,  and  its  value  to  the  magazine,  is  discussed 
positively  rather  than  negatively.  I  would  like  my  work  on 
the  Zachary  proposal  to  be  mentioned  as  an  example  of  the 
fact  that  I  offer  ideas  of  merit  even  though  I  am  not 
expected  to  be  a  major  source  of.  article  or  story  ideas.  I 
ask  that  the  numerical  rating  be  raised  to  reflect  the  new 
positive  evaluation,  and  that  the  rating  be  above  average  to 
reflect  the  fact  that  I  offer  more  than  the  required  advice . 
I  request  that  AIP  make  this  change  not  just  to  make  my 
performance  review  more  honest,  but  more  importantly  as  an 
implied  announcement  that  AIP  will  no  longer  prejudice 
performance  reviews  against  employees  who  raise  awkward 
workplace  issues . 

Additional  comments 

In  the  handbook  that  is  given  to  all  employees,  the 
American  Institute  of  Physics  promises  that  the  annual 
performance  review  will  feature  a  discussion  of  "mutual 
goals."  (Employee  Handbook,  page  18.)  Without  explanation, 
this  year  Benka  followed  neither  the  letter  nor  the  spirit 
of  this  policy,  and  didn' t  even  pretend  to  be  interested  in 
what  direction  I  might  want  to  go  in  my  work  at  AIP.  The 
discussion  was  unlike  anything  I  have  experienced  in 
previous  years.  He  simply  announced  a  big  change  in  my  job 
description  --  an  increase  in  my  workload  by  as  much  as 
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three  months'  worth  of  work  per  year  --  and  discussed  it  as 
if  he  were  giving  orders  to  a  machine.  Over  the  years  my 
job  description  has  changed  many  times  (the  most  recent 
change  being  on  25  August  1997),  but  never  by  unilateral 
management  dictate,  without  discussion  and  mutual  agreement. 
For  reasons  that  I  will  explain  below,  t  think  this  change > 
and  its  unilateral  imposition  in  violation  of  American 
Institute  of  Physics  policy  and  usual  practice,  is  punitive. 

The  written  review  accurately  calls  the  change  "new 
demands."  But  it  inaccurately  implies  that  other  Physics 
Today  staff  members  are  meeting  such  new  demands.  My 
coworkers  have  experienced  no  such  major  increases  in  their 
workloads  either  voluntarily  or  by  management  order  (except 
in  one  or  two  cases  in  which  individuals  have  voluntarily 
renegotiated  their  job  descriptions,  job  titles  and 
salaries) .  My  coworkers  and  I  work  hard  and  cannot 
reasonably  be  expected  to  take  on  additional  work.  Among  my 
coworkers  who  have  not  stepped  up  their  workloads  are  Gloria 
Lubkin,  Barbara  Levi,  Bert  Schwarzschild ,  Charles  Day,  Irwin 
Goodwin,  Carol  Lucas,  Toni  Feder,  Jean  Kumagai  and  Warren 
Kornberg . 

The  25  August  1997  agreed-upon  change  in  my  job 
description  reduced  my  article  editing  work  to  70%  of  my 
time  (14  articles  per  year)  so  that  I  could  increase  my  work 
in  other  areas,  which  I  have  done.  Now,  just  a  few  months 
later,  AIP  is  using  my  performance  review  to  arbitrarily 
increase  my  annual  article  editing  load  to  18  --  a  28 
percent  jump.  The  performance  review  also  changes  my  job 
description  to  add  a  significant  load  of  clerical  work 
(keyboarding)  to  my  job  for  the  first  time  in  my  17  years  at 
the  magazine.  Other  editors  who  work  better  on  paper  (for 
example,  the  book  review  editor  and  the  copy  editor)  are  not 
being  told  to  change  the  way  they  work  or  to  take  on  the 
associated  clerical  work.  This  clerical  work,  which 
includes  keyboarding  the  dozens  of  changes  made  by  the  copy 
editor,  could  take  as  much  as  a  few  days  per  month, 
depending  upon  the  article.  It  would  lower  the  overall 
efficiency  of  work  at  the  magazine,  because  the  time  spent 
on  clerical  work  would,  of  course,  reduce  the  time  available 
to  do  other  work  such  as  article  editing  and  article 
solicitation;  instead  of  paying  $15/hour  for  clerical  work, 
AIP  would  pay  $30/hour.  Like  many  people,  I  do  better  work 
on  paper  than  on  a  computer  screen  (and  a  long-standing  back 
problem  precludes  long  sessions  sitting  in  front  of  the 
screen  anyway) .  I  ask  that  support  staff  be  made  available 
once  again.  Even  if  management  had  a  valid  reason  for 
adding  clerical  work  to  my  job,  that  reason  cannot  be  a  new 
one.  What  i_s  new  is  that,  for  reasons  discussed  below, 
management  has  suddenly  'gotten  "on  my  case"  and  is  taking  a 
hard-line  on  every  issue. 

In  Benka's  pro  forma  discussion  with  me  about  my 
performance  review,  he  never  asked  about  the  direction  in 
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which  I  would  like  to  go  on  the  job.  If  1  were  able  to  take 
on  additional  work,  I  would  like  that  additional  work  to  be 
somewhat  different  from  what  I  am  doing  now,  to  provide  some 
variety  and  to  contribute  to  the  magazine  in  a  different 
way.  When  I  explained  this  to  Benka,  he  acted  Uninterested 
and  reasserted  his  Uninspiring,  unilaterally  developed  plan 
for  trie,  which  is  to  do  the  same  work,  oriiy  a  lot  more  of  it. 


Reprisal  arid  repression 

The  American  Institute  of.  Physics  is  making  a  strong 
effort  to  prevent  Physics  Today  staff  members  from,  pursuing 
workplace  grievances  in  an  organized  way.  Problems  are  to 
be  discussed  with  managers  on  an  individual  basis  only,  we 
have  been  told.  (Message  transmitted  to  staff  through 
warnings  to  Graham  Collins  and  in  other  ways.) 

Physics  Today  staff  members  have  many  legitimate 
concerns .  Many  believe,  for  example,  that  the  company  fails 
to  provide  conditions  of  employment  appropriate  for 
professionals.  According  to  my  philosophy,  if  there  is  a 
problem,  then  everyone  who  is  in  a  position  to  address  it 
has  a  moral  obligation  to  do  so.  Thus,  problems  at  the 
magazine  are  everyone's  business  --  the  business  at  least  of 
everyone  who  works  there.  Even  though  management  doesn't 
see  it  that  way,  I  have  always  tried  to  do  whatever  I  could 
to  help  solve  problems  that  arise,  whether  or  not  they 
affect  me  directly.  You,  too,  are  in  a  position  to  do 
something  about  the  problems  at  the  magazine,  and  therefore 
I  think  you  have  an  obligation  to  do  so,  for  the  sake  of 
both  the  magazine's  staff  and  the  physics  community. 

During  the  discussion  of  my  performance  review,  Physics 
Today  editor  Stephen  Benka  condemned  my  organizing 
activities  at  the  magazine  and  said  bluntly  that  such 
activity  "is  not  going  to  be  tolerated  anymore."  He 
characterized  the  staff  actions  in  which  I  have  played  a 
leading  role  as  nothing  more  than  "disruptive,"  rejecting  my 
view  that  the  source  of  the  problem  is  management's  failure 
to  address  staff  grievances .  A  workplace  in  which  unity  is 
discouraged,  as  it  is  now  at  the  magazine,  is  disruptive. 

The  low  morale,  the  inability  to  confront  problems,  the  loss 
of  talented  and  dedicated  staff  due  to  a  love-it -or-leave-it 
atmosphere  --  these  consequences  of  management  policy  are 
disruptive  and  wasteful. 

Physics  Today  publisher  Charles  Harris  has  made  it 
clear  to  me  and  to  many  staff  members  (names  withheld)  that 
our  activities  have  infuriated  him.  And  American  Institute 
of  Physics  Executive  Director/CEO  Marc  Brodsky  has 
characterized 'some  of  my  activities,  presumably  reported  to 
him  by  Harris,  as  "counterproductive"  (20  March  1998) .  It 
is  clear  that  Benka' s  hard-line  attitude  toward  me  is  an 
attempt  to  redress  Harris's  and  Brodsky's  grievances  with 
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the  staff  --  in  particular,  with  those  staff  members  whom 
Harris  has  identified  as  ringleaders.  (Harris's  ringleader 
theory  insults  the  staff,  because  it  implies  that  staff 
grievances  arise  not  because  of  real  problems  in  the 
workplace,  but  because  an  evil  few  have  corrupted  the  minds 
of  happy  blit  gullible  staff  members  and  led  them  astray  iike 
children . ) 

In  this  memo  I  will  be  open  about  my  organizing 
activities  at  Physics  Today,  because  the  problems  at  the 
magazine  call  for  an  organized  response  and  because  the 
physics  community  strongly  supports  physicists'  right  to 
organize  without  fear  of  reprisal-.  The  latter  point  is 
evidenced,  for  example,  in  the  community's  many  years  of 
support  for  Soviet  physicists  who  were  punished  for 
organizing,  and  in  its  concern  today  for  physicists  in  other 
countries  who  face  similar  repression.  In  any  case,  freedom 
to  address  workplace  problems  is  a  necessary  component  of  a 
truly  democratic  society. 

Management  is  attempting  in  two  ways  to  prevent  the 
Physics  Today  staff  from  pursuing  collective  grievances  -- 
by  punishing  those  who  speak  out  the  most  and  by  maintaining 
an  increasingly  repressive  workplace  atmosphere.  My  lower 
performance  rating  and  subjection  to  an  arbitrarily  revised 
job  description  that  makes  "new  demands"  are  punishments  for 
taking  up  staff  grievances.  What  follows  is  a  discussion  of 
a  few  of  the  collective  staff  activities  in  which  I  played  a 
leading  role  and  for  which  management  criticizes  me. 

Included  is  a  discussion  of  some  of  the  repressive  measures 
that  management  has  taken  in  response  to  those  activities. 
The  discussion  should  make  it  clear  that  my  review  is  only 
one  part  of  a  series  of  recent  attempts  to  stop  me  from 
promoting  or  engaging  in  any  concerted  staff  activity. 

1996  retreat 

During  the  discussion  of  my  performance  review,  Benka 
criticized  me  for  my  activities  around  the  19-20  November 
1996  Physics  Today  retreat.  Before  that  two-day  meeting,  I 
and  some  coworkers  (names  withheld)  developed  and 
distributed  to  the  entire  staff  a  list  of  changes  that  we 
wanted  made  at  the  workplace.  We  presented  these  requests 
in  the  form  of  a  proposed  agenda  for  the  retreat .  Fearing 
reprisals  for  making  requests  that  might  not  please 
management,  we  did  not  disclose  our  names.  However,  the 
fact  that  I  played  a  leading  role  was  known  to  all.  Job 
security  was  our  highest  priority,  and  so  our  -demand  for 
that  topped  our  list.  (See  item  1  in  attached  document  of 
15  November  1996.)  Other  requests  included  staff 
involvement  in  -workplace’  dispute  resolution  (item  4),  better 
distribution  of  job  tasks  (item  5) ,  affirmative  action  in 
hiring  (item  8),  and  conditions  of  employment  appropriate 
for  professionals  (the  other  items) . 
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Salary  equity 

I  worked  with  other  staff  members  to  demand  pay  equity 
at  Physics  Today.  On  behalf  of  those  of  us  who  were  pushing 
for  this,  1  told  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  at 
their  4  October  1996  meeting  that  the  iarge  salary 
differentials  among  the  staff  were  not  only  Unfair,  but  also 
divisive  and  bad  for  morale  and  productivity.  I  raised  the 
issue  at  various  staff  meetings  as  well.  Management  was  not 
pleased  by  the  pressure  we  applied,  in  part  because  it 
forced  them  to  give  a  staff  member  (name  withheld)  a  special 
25%  salary  increase,  beginning  on  1  June  1997. 

Affirmative  action 

Management's  anger  at  me  increased  dramatically,  and 
never  subsided,  when  I  worked  with  Jean  Kumagai  and  other 
staff  members  (names  withheld)  to  assert  the  need  for  equal 
opportunity  and  affirmative  action  in  hiring  at  Physics 
Today.  We  raised  the  issue  when  Ray  Ladbury  left  the 
magazine,  creating  an  opening  on  the  editorial  staff.  (His 
replacement,  Charles  Day,  started  work  on  2  June  1997.)  I 
spoke  out  strongly  on  the  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative 
action  issue,  because  Jean  and  I  and  the  others  didn't  think 
Physics  Today  or  AIP  management  took  it  seriously.  Our 
concerns  were  largely  ignored,  and  so,  later  in  the  year,  we 
decided  to  bring  the  problem  to  the  attention  of  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee  at  its  annual  meeting,  held  17 
October  1997.  On  behalf  of  the  concerned  staff  members 
(names  withheld) ,  I  brought  the  matter  to  the  committee's 
attention . 

One  week  later,  on  24  October  1997,  American  Institute 
of  Physics  Executive  Director/CEO  Marc  Brodsky  called  me  and 
said  that  I  had  made  "a  very,  very  serious  charge." 

(Detailed  notes  available.)  He  directed  me  to  meet  with  him 
and  defend  my  charge,  and  I  did  so  on  5  November  1997.  At 
that  meeting  I  gave  Brodsky  a  note'  summarizing  the  important 
points.  Rather  than  repeat  those  points  here,  I  am 
attaching  a  copy  of  the  note.  (See  note  of  5  November 
1997.)  That  note  is  an  important  part  of  this  appeal  about 
my  performance  review,  and  so  I  ask  that  you  read  it. 

At  my  meeting  with  Brodsky  I  also  pointed  out  that  AIP 
had  failed  to  conduct  the  affirmative  action  training  that 
it  promised  to  conduct  in  its  284-page  "1996  Affirmative 
Action  Program  for  American  Institute  of  Physics."  (See 
attached  excerpts . )  Among  the  many  promises  that  AIP  makes 
in  that  1996  document  is  that  "During  the  current  plan  year 
we  will  be  conducting  training  for  all  employees  about  our 
affirmative  action  program  and  equal  employment  opportunity 
in  the  workplace . "  I  pointed. out  to  Brodsky  that  AIP  did 
not  conduct  the  promised  training.  He  countered  by  saying 
that  he  was  pretty  sure  that  he  mentioned  affirmative  action 
either  at  the  one-hour  quest ion- and- answer  session  that  he 
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held  on  20  June  1996  or  at  the  Q&A  meeting  that  he  conducted 
for  employees  at  AIP's  facility  in  Woodbury,  New  York.  (I 
recall  no  such  mention  at  the  20  June  1996  College  Park 
meeting.)  He  indicated  that  this  mention  was  the  promised 
affirmative  action  '‘training." 

Brodsky  said  he  would  look  into  affirmative  action  at 
Physics  Today  and  tell  me  what  he  found.  After  a  4 . 5 -month 
investigation,  he  met  with  me  on  20  March  1998  and  reported 
that  he  found  that  Physics  Today's  affirmative  action 
program  was  doing  very  well.  He  said  he  judges  the  program 
by  its  results.  (This  was  mysterious,  because  as  of  20 
March  1998,  the  Physics  Today  staff  in  the  College  Park 
office  was  all  white.;  out  of  a  staff  of  18,  the  magazine  had 
only  one  minority  employee,  working  from  New  York.)  I  asked 
again  about  the  promised  affirmative  action  training.  This 
time  he  said  he  was  sure  that  he  had  mentioned  affirmative 
action  at  both  1996  Q&A  meetings,  and  he  again  indicated  . 
that  such  mention  was  the  promised  affirmative  action 
training.  After  extensive  questioning,  he  said  that  such 
mention  was  "part  of"  the  promised  training.  I  asked  him 
when  the  rest  of  the  training  would  be  done,  and  he  promised 
to  look  into  that.  In  the  end,  I  told  Brodsky  that  we  still 
believe  our  concerns  to  be  well  founded  and  that  we  are 
disappointed  with  his  response.  Apparently  in  Brodsky's 
view,  however,  the  upshot  of  what  happened  is  that  I  leveled 
serious,  totally  unfounded  charges  at  AIP,  and  he  is  not 
happy  about  that . 

1997  retreat 

Management's  anger  at  me  increased  yet  again  (and  has 
not  decreased  since)  when  I  helped  raise  staff  concerns 
before  and  during  the  25  September  1997  one-day  Physics 
Today  retreat.  Before  that  meeting,  I  played  a  leading  role 
in  producing  a  list  of  proposed  agenda  items  that 
represented  a  few  of  the  many  staff  concerns.  A  majority  of 
the  staff  supported  it,  and  half  of  the  staff  signed  it. 

(See  attached  e-mail  message  of  18  September  1997.)  The  top 
item  on  that  list  was  a  request  for  greater  staff 
participation  in  decision  making.  The  days  leading  up  to 
the  meeting  saw  much  debate  between  management  and  many 
staff  members  over  the  meeting  agenda,  which  management  was 
formulating.  Harris  became  upset  that  the  staff  wasn't 
embracing  his  agenda,  and  he  began  treating  me  and  my 
coworker  Graham  Collins  as  ringleaders  on  the  staff  side, 
apparently  becoming  permanently  angry  at  us. 

Alt  the  retreat  itself  I  asked  if  staff  members  could 
ask  questions.  Harris  said  no.  I  then  said  that  I  thought 
that  we  should  be  allowed  to  ask  questions.  Harris  angrily 
said  "No,  That's  an  order!"  Some  days  after  the  meeting  he 
explained  that  he  thought  my  request  for  the  right  to  ask 
questions  was  another  attempt  to  promote  the  staff  agenda. 

A.t  the  retreat  and  in  subsequent  weeks,  a  number  of  brave 
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coworkers  openly  criticized  Harris  for  the  way  in  which  he 
shut  me .  up-. 


Gag  order 

After  the  retreat  Harris  put  a  gag  .order  on  rite,  handing 
me  a  written  "notice"  that  implied  that  1  would  be  fired  the 
next  time  I  said  anything  that  Harris  considered  to  be 
"counterproductive."  (Document  dated  26  September  .1997 
withheld.)  This  outraged  many  of  my  coworkers,  who  saw  my 
forced  silence  as  against  their  interest.  They  openly 
criticized  the  gag  order,  forcing  Harris  to  rescind  it. 
(Electronic  mail  message  of  2  December  1997  withheld.)  He 
did  so  reluctantly  and  without  any  decrease  in  his  anger 
toward  me . 

Appeal  to  advisory  committee 

The  gag  order  was  just  one  of  many  management  actions 
that  strongly  discouraged  staff  members  from  raising 
grievances  of  any  sort .  In  an  effort  to  get  this  chill 
lifted,  a  number  of  staff  members  (names  withheld)  decided 
to  appeal  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  at  its 
annual  meeting  on  17  October  1997.  We  made  our  appeal  to 
the  committee,  which  reports  to  AIP's  top  management,  in 
writing  (memo  of  17  October  1997  withheld)  and  in  individual 
oral  presentations.  Our  written  note  was  titled,  "Freer 
Atmosphere  Needed  at  Physics  Today"  and  began,  "At  Physics 
Today  there  is  an  increasingly  repressive  atmosphere  that 
discourages  staff  initiatives...."  The  memo  described  how 
Physics  Today  staff  member  Graham  Collins  had  also  been  - 
warned  about  speaking  up  about  workplace  problems.  It 
contained  the  following  paragraph:  "Both  Jeff  and  Graham 
have  been  outspoken  about  problems  that  many  of  us  see  at 
the  magazine.  We  feel  that  the  lecture  to  Graham  and  the 
written  notice  to  Jeff  both  contribute  to  a  repressive 
atmosphere  at  the  magazine  and  restrict  all  of  us.  We  hope 
the  advisory  committee  will  do  whatever  it  can  to  get  these 
warnings  retracted,  and  to  remind  the  PT  managers  that 
repression  is  counterproductive.  Such  steps  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  diminishing  the  fear  that  staff  members  now 
associate  with  trying  to  openly  address  problems  at  the 
magazine . " 

Harris  has  harshly  criticized  me  for  my  leading  role  in 
the  presentations  to  the  advisory  committee,  telling  me  and 
others  (names  withheld)  incorrectly  that  I  tried  to  get  him 
fired.  He  sees  this  as  an  unforgivable  offense  that 
obligates  him  as  a  matter  of  manly  honor  to  fire  me  or 
eventually  drive  me  ouc  ’and  that  gives  him  the  moral  right 
to  do  so  by  any  means.  Those  means  include  steps  that 
appear  honest  to  outsiders  but  are  not  --  such  as  the 
present  performance  review,  which  imposes  an  unattainable 
goal  that  can  be  used  against  me  a  year  from  now  when  it  has 
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not  been  met.  When  1  explained  to  Harris  that  neither  I  nor 
the  other  staff  members  involved  tried  to  get  him  fired  or 
even  wanted  that  to  happen,  he  replied  that  I  was  either 
naive  or  lying.  (I  still  do  not  want  him  fired,  but  1  can 
no  ionger  speak  for  others  on  this  point.  Respect  and 
support  for  Harris  by  other  staff  members,  including  some 
not  involved  in  our  collective  activities >  have  deteriorated 
sharply. ) 

Bail  ori  irty  private  conversations 

In  pursuit  of  his  agenda,  Harris  has  evidently  given 
Benka  license  to  go  after  me  and  other  perceived  management 
enemies  on  the  staff.  I  will  briefly  describe  here  a  recent 
example.  (A  more  detailed  account  is  available.)  At  about 
6  pm  on  Wednesday  28  January  1998,  I  was  in  my  office 
talking  to  my  coworker  Toni  Feder  on  the  telephone  when 
Benka  opened  the  door  and  asked  rudely  and  sarcastically  if 
I  was  talking  to  one  of  our  authors.  I  said,  "No,  I'm 
talking  to  a  coworker,  Toni."  He  acted  as  if  he  already 
knew  that.  He  stepped  further  into  my  office  and  said  that 
he  wanted  in  on  our  conversation.  This  was  unprecedented 
and  frightful.  I  switched  Toni  to  the  speakerphone  and  told 
her  that  Stephen  Benka  was  here  and  wanted  to  be  in  on  our 
conversation.  She  sounded  equally  shocked.  Benka  suggested 
that  she  walk  over  from  her  office  to  mine,  and  she  said  OK. 
I  then  walked  out  of  my  office  and  into  the  open  area  of 
desks  just  outside,  and  Benka  followed.  I  did  this  to  make 
room  for  Toni  and  to  get  some  physical  distance  between 
myself  and  my  supervisor,  who  was  clearly  behaving  very 
strangely . 

After  Toni  arrived,  Benka  asked  us  what  we  had  been 
talking  about  on  the  telephone.  I  thought  his  question  was 
way  out  of  line,  but  I  answered  it  anyway:  We  had  been 
discussing  the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics 
Today.  But  after- giving  chat  short  answer,  I  said  that  the 
important  question  is  why  he  was  trying  to  barge  in  on  our 
conversat ion . 

He  answered  by  announcing  that  Physics  Today  management 
is  forbidding  all  private  conversations  between  staff 
members  at  work.  From  now  on,  all  conversations  between 
staff  members  must  be  open  to  management  supervision,  he 
said.  When  I  asked  him  why,  he  referred  to  the  organizing 
activity  that  took  place  last  year  and  said  that  he  doesn't 
want  that  to  happen  again.  This  smelled  like  a  retaliatory 
and  repressive  policy  aimed  primarily  at  me,  and  so  I  asked 
him  whether  or  not  it  applies  to  everyone.  He  said  it  does. 
I  didn't  believe  him  (but  1  didn't  say  that  I  didn't  believe 
him) ,  and  so  I  pressed  him  three  or  four  times  to  say 
whether  or  not  he  was  going  to  announce  the  new  policy  to 
the  rest  of  the  staff.  His  final  statement  was  that  he 
knows  that  I  want  to  know  that . 
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The  policy  was  never  formally  imposed  oh  the  rest  of 
the  staff,  of  course.  But  news  of  management's  anger  at 
private  conversations  spread  quickly  throughout  the  staff 
(yes,  by  way  of  private  conversations) .  Even  though  the 
totalitarian  policy  officially  applies  only  to  me  and  Toni , 
it  has  put  a  chill  on  everyone's  expression  and  has 
contributed  to  the  repressive  atmosphere  at  Physics  Today. 

Physics  Today  loses  Grahairt  Coliiiis 

In  this  memo  I  have  for  obvious  reasons  focused  oh  my 
own  case.  But  I  don't  want  to  leave  the  impression  that 
management  is  critical  only  of  me.  In  fact,  they  target  any 
employee  who  speaks  out  about  workplace  problems .  My  most 
outspoken  coworker,  Graham  Collins,  was  also  the  subject  of 
a  gag  order  and  other  reprimands  for  saying  what  many  on  the 
staff  were  thinking  but  were  afraid  to  say.  (Graham's  gag 
order  and  mine  were  lifted  at  the  same  time.)  I  won't 
explain  here  how  management  irresponsibly  made  leaving  the 
magazine  Graham's  best  option.  The  details  are  available 
elsewhere.  But  with  permission  from  Graham  and  all 
involved,  I  am  attaching  a  copy  of  a  note  to  Graham  that  I 
helped  write  after  he  submitted  his  resignation.  (See 
attached  note  of  1 6  March  1998;  authors'  names  withheld . ) 
Please  read  the  note  as  an  integral  part  of  my  performance 
review  appeal,  as  it  contains  a  number  of  important  and 
relevant  points  not  made  elsewhere. 

'On  my  case' 

As  I  mentioned  above,  management  is  now  "on  my  case," 
and  so  my  work  is  now  subjected  to  greater  scrutiny. 

Without  precedent,  the  magazine's  management  recently 
examined  and  criticized  some  of  my  work  before  I  completed 
it.  (That  was  my  work  on  the  first  of  the  five  decade 
sections  for-  the  May  1998  50th  anniversary  issue  of  Physics 
Today.)  Ever  since  the  1997  retreat,  Physics  Today 
publisher  Charles  Karris  has  given  me  the  impression  that  I 
am  being  monitored.  After  the  retreat  he  attended  almost 
every  magazine  department  meeting  that  I  attended  -- 
meetings  that  he  had  only  rarely  attended  in  the  past. 

After  some  meetings,  he  commented  privately  to  others  about 
my  performance. 

Your  moral  responsibility 

Physics  Today's  new  love - it -or- leave- it  policy, 
mentioned  in  the  16  March  1998  note  to  Graham,  implies  that 
the  magazine's  problems  originate  in  the  staff.  Keeping  the 
focus  on  the  staff  is  not  simply  a  harmless  way  that 
management  diverts  attention  from  itself,  but  is  extremely 
costly.  In  the  short  time  since  Graham  submitted  his 
resignation,  editor  Benka's  assistant  Susan  Funk  has  quit  in 
frustration,  and  publisher  Harris's  assistant  Carol  Lucas 
has  resigned.  The  loss  of  experienced  staff,  the 
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discouraged  state  of  many  of  those  who  remain,  the 
repressive  atmosphere's  toil  on  creativity  --  in  general, 
the  frustration  of  those. who  want  their  job  to  be  more  than 
a  simple  exchange  of  time  for  money  -  -  in  these  and  other 
Ways  current  policy  wastes  the  resources  of  the  physics 
community.  You  have  a  responsibility  to  Undo  the  .current 
widespread  cynicism  at  Physics  Today  by  making  staff- 
initiated  change  possible. 
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18  August  1997 
Steve  -- 

As  I  have  noted  in  many  conversations  and  memos  over 
the  years >  i  work  most  efficiently  in  my  job  of  feature 
article  editing  when  I  have  articles  at  all  stages  of 
development.  That  means,  for  example ,  some  articles  that 
have  just  been  solicited,  some  that  have  been  submitted  and 
reviewed,  and  some  that  have  been  revised  by  the  author  and 
are  ready  to  edit . 

As  you  know,  our  supply  of  articles  in  the  last 
category  has  followed  a  "feast  or  famine”  pattern  --  mostly 
famine.  This  has  held  down  my  productivity  to  the  point 
where  I  cannot  afford  to  take  the  full  30-day  vacation  that 
I  recently  requested  (and  that  you  approved)  and  still  meet 
my  annual  article  editing  goal.  So  I  am  thinking  about 
cutting  that  vacation  in  half,  perhaps,  and  using  the  rest 
of  my  vacation  time  at  some  later  date.  I  won't  be  able  to 
work  out  the  details  until  some  articles  in  the  last 
category  trickle  in  and  I  can  draw  up  a  schedule. 

As  of  today,  we  have  received  neither  of  the  two 
manuscripts  that  I  am  going  to  edit  for  the  December  issue. 

I  would  be  working  on  them  now  if  we  had  them.  The  Riordan 
manuscript,  for  example,  is  not  expected  to  arrive  until 
around  the  time  I  had  planned  to  go  on  vacation.  And  I  have 
no  articles  that  I  can  edit  now  for  issues  following 
December.  I  would  like  to  edit  two  articles  for  the  January 
issue  and  two  for  the  February  issue,  but  I  will  not  be  able 
to  do  that  under  our  usual  famine  conditions  --  I  will  need 
to  have  the  manuscripts  much  earlier  than  I  have  been 
getting  them.  If  today  I  had  four  manuscripts  ready  to  edit 
for  those  two  issues,  I  could  work  on  all  four 
simultaneously,  using  my  time  to  greatest  advantage.  I 
think  you  will  agree  that  the  magazine  should  be  in  a 
position  where  such  productivity  and  advance  work  is 
routine . 

Given  the  status  of  the  December  manuscripts,  a  3 0-day 
vacation  as  planned  would  compromise  my  ability  to  edit  two 
articles  for  that  issue.  I  would  like  to  take  a  shorter 
vacation  and  continue  working  at  home  much  of  the  time,  as 
long  as  that  continues  to  work  well.  Please  let  me  know  if 
that  is  OK,  and  in  any  case  please  see  how  soon  I  can  have 
four  articles  that  are  ready  to  edit  for  the  January  and 
February  issues. 
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August  19,  1997 


Jeff, 


It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  article  editors  at  Physics  Today  to  produce 
finished  articles  starting  from  any  point  in  a  given  article's  development. 

Thus  the  responsibility  of  generating  "ready  to  edit"  articles  is  in  part  yours. 
For  one  example,  vve  had  agreed  that  you  would  obtain  Colson's  article  oh  free- 
electron  lasers,  and  have  it  edited  in  case  we  needed  it  for  art  emergency  fifth  article 
in  the  October  special  issue  on  the  electron;  otherwise  we  could  drop  it  into  the 
magazine  a  month  or  two  later.  Fortunately,  we  don't  need  it  for  the  special  issue;  to 
my  knowledge  you  have  yet  to  acquire  the  article. 

You  were  my  first  choice  to  edit  several  articles  in  late  stages  of  development 
in  the  recent  past,  but  turned  them  all  down:  Fink  (March);  Cohn  (May;  I  edited 
that  one,  while  you  edited  none  that  month);  Jeanloz  to  edit  with  Soulen  (August);  a 
second  article  for  October  (you  were  reluctant  to  take  Perl);  Kasap  for  November. 

As  recently  as  two  months  ago,  when  you  wanted  to  take  paternity  leave 
(which  I  OK'ed),  you  told  me  you  didn't  want  any  additional  articles  through  the  end 
of  this  year.  As  noted  above,  I  offered  you  some  anyway  and  you  turned  them 
down.  You  expressed  no  interest  in  articles,  so  I  left  you  out  of  my  plans  for  them. 

I  understand  your  special  circumstances  and  once  again  offer  you  my  heartfelt 
congratulations  on  the  birth  of  Joshua  Rose.  If  you  are  now  ready  once  again  to 
accept  the  responsibilities  that  go  with  feature  articles,  I  can  supply  you  with  as 
many  as  you  want.  The  articles  that  are  currently  "ready  to  edit"  have  been  assigned 
to  others.  Nevertheless,  I  am  sure  we  can  reach  a  mutually  acceptable  state  of 
affairs. 
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2  September  i997 
Steve  -- 


Thank  you  for  responding  to  my  note  of  18  August  1997, 
in  which  I  ask  for  more  work  --  specif ically ,  more  feature- 
article  manuscripts  that  1  can  edit  for  publication  in  the 
magazine  ahead  of  deadline.  i  was  dismayed  to  find  that 
instead  of  welcoming  my  request,  your  response  focuses  oil 
assigning  blame  for  the  lack  of  such  manuscripts  and  goes  oil 
to  deny  that  we  have  any  such  deficiency. 

You  base  the  first  part  of  your  response  on  the  fact 
that  Physics  Today  staff  members  do  follow-up  work  with  the 
people  whom  you  have  invited  to  write  articles  for  the 
magazine.  You  note  that  these  staff  members  are  therefore 
"in  part"  responsible  for  obtaining  manuscripts  that  are 
ready  to  edit  for  publication.  All  this  is  true,  but . our 
severe  shortage  of  such  manuscripts  is  not  due  to  deficient 
solicitation  follow-up  work  by  the  staff  as  you  imply.  The 
article  editors  on  the  staff  have,  in  fact,  done  a  good  job 
of  following  up  on  solicited  articles  --  staying  in  contact 
with  the  authors  and  working  with  them  to  produce  the 
articles  that  you  have  asked  them  to  write.  If  you  think 
you  could  do  better  than  we  do,  you  should  share  your 
secret.  For  whatever  it  is  worth,  my  experience  is  that 
when  a  conscientious  and  hardworking  staff  is  blamed  for  a 
long-standing  problem,  the  diagnosis  is"  usually  incorrect, 
and  an  incorrect  diagnosis  is  an  impediment  to  a  real 
solution.  (In  my  own  case,  according  to  my  job  description, 
solicitation  follow-up  has  been  a  small  part  of  my  job;  but 
I  work  at  it  conscientiously,  and  on  my  latest  annual  review 
you  said  that  I  do  above-average  work  in  this  area.) 

No,  the  problem  is  not  your  staff's  lack  of  competence 
in  its  follow-up  work  with  authors.  The  problem  is  simply 
that  the  magazine  has  solicited  far  too  few  articles.  This 
has  had  unfortunate  consequences ,  not  only  for  the  staff  (as 
my  note  of  18  August  1997  describes  for  my  case) ,  but  also 
for  the  magazine7  s  subscribers .  In  the  past  three  years  I 
doubt  that  we  have  had  even  three  months  in  which  we  have 
had  a  backlog  of  manuscripts  ready  to  edit.  Typically,  the 
editor  scrapes  each  issue  together  in  a  near-crisis 
atmosphere,  after  a  desperate  search  around  the  office  for 
manuscripts  that  may  have  arrived  --  or  that  are  said  to  be 
"in  the  mail."  The  lineup  of  articles  in  most  issues  of 
Physics  Today  is  thus  dictated  by  forces  beyond  our  control. 

Your  listing  of  manuscripts  that  you  say  you  offered  to 
me . begs  the  question  of  giving  me  more  manuscripts  that  I 
can  edit  and  prepare  for  publication,  because  we  did  not 
have  the  manuscripts  on  'your  list.  In  your  own  words,  they 
were  "in  late 'stages  of  development."  I  should  point  out 
that  even  manuscripts  that  you  consider  ready  to  edit  often 
are  not.  And  when  the  shortage  of  manuscripts  forces  us  to 
schedule  incomplete  manuscripts  for  near-term  publication, 
we  often  have  to  pressure  authors  to  work  with  us  under  undo 
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time  pressure.  This  is  unfair  to  both  the  author  and  the 
Physics  Today  staff,  because  it  deprives  them  of  the 
opportunity  to  do  their  best  and  therefore  most  satisfying 
work.  The  largest  group  to  suffer,  of  course,  are  the 
readers.  I  don't  know  how  many  of  the  articles  that  you 
listed  fell  into  that  category,  because  1  did  not  work  on 
those  articles. 

As  I  said  in  my  memo  of  18  August  1997,  I  think  article 
editing  work  is  done  most  efficiently  when  it  is  done  well 
ahead  of  the  deadline.  So  in  general  I  seek  to  work  in 
advance  and  am  reluctant  to  take  on  articles  that,  due  to 
the  shortage,  will  necessarily  have  to  be  done  at  the  last 
minute,  often  after  I  have  already  scheduled  work  on  other 
articles  and  often  well  after  any  reasonable  deadline  for 
submission.  Month  after  month  our  work  should  not  consist 
of  "rush  jobs"  for  issues  that  are  upon  us.  I  would  have 
taken  on  the  articles-  in  your  list  if  they  had  been 
scheduled  for  later  issues  --  or,  even  better,  if  they  had 
not  yet  been  scheduled  for  specific  issues.  But  because  of 
our  serious  lack  of  manuscripts,  it  has  almost  never  been 
possible  to  work  ahead. 

In  your  response  you  say  that  I  "agreed"  to  obtain 
William  Colson's  article  by  a  particular  date.  This  cannot 
be  true.  There  is  no  way  that  I  or  any  other  Physics  Today 
staff  member  could  credibly  "agree"  that  Colson  and  his 
coauthors  would  finish  writing  their  article  by  a  date  that 
you  picked  arbitrarily.  Only  Colson  and  his  coauthors  -- 
all  volunteers,  remember  --  could  do  that,  and  they  did  not. 
We  cannot  suddenly  and  unilaterally  spring  a  short  deadline 
on  an  author.  The  most  we  can  do  is  ask  our  authors  if  they 
can  meet  such  a  deadline.  Over  the  years  you  have  asked 
many  authors  whether  or  net  they  could  meet  particular 
deadlines  that  you  had  in  mind,  and  you  have  accepted  later 
deadlines  when  they  told  you  what  they  could  do.  Just 
because  you  are  now  talking  to  a  staff  member,  rather  than 
directly  to  the  author,  doesn't  mean  you  can  "just  say 
article"  and  have  it  appear. 

In  the  final  paragraph  of  your  response  to  my  request 
for  manuscripts,  you  boast:  "I  can  supply  you  with  as  many 
as  you  want."  This  is  simply  not  true.  In  fact,  when  we 
spoke  after  I  received  your  response,  you  could  not  supply 
even  one  manuscript  that  I  could  edit  for  the  January  issue, 
the  February  issue  or  any  subsequent  issue.  Of  course,  we 
will  eventually  come  up  with  something  to  fill  the  holes  in 
those  issues.  But,  as  usual,  that  is  not  likely  to  happen 
soon  enough  to  allow  us  to  work  ahead.  I  am  sure  we  could 
continue  to  pretend  that  this  modus  operandi  is  not  a 
serious  problem  --  after  all, -we  have  managed  to  get  by  with 
it  for  a  number  of  years.  But  it  takes  an  unnecessary  toll 
on  many  people,  and  so  I  think  we  have  a  moral 
responsibility  to  the  staff  (article  editors,  editorial 
assistants,  art  editor  and  copy  editors) ,  authors  and 


readers  to  solve  the  problem.  I  think  the  obvious  first 
step  is  to  admit  that  we  do  have  a  serious  shortage  of 
manuscripts  and  that  the  shortage  leads  to  the  problems  that 
I  have  described  here  and  in  my  note  of  18  August  1997 . 

As  1  mentioned  above,  solicitation  follow-up  work  has 
been  only  a  small  part  of  my  job  --  at  least  that  is  what  I 
thought .  When  I  saw  how  much  you  emphasized  it  in  your 
response  to  my  note,  I  took  a  look  at  my  job  description  and 
noticed  that  such  work  was  a  bigger  part  of  my  job  than  I 
had  remembered.  Upon  further  investigation,  however,  I 
discovered  that  you  had  altered  my  job  description  after  the 
fact  to  add  truth  to  your  claim.  Indeed,  the  altered  job 
description  was  dated  19  August  1997,  the  same  date  carried 
by  your  response  to  my  note.  For  future  reference,  let  me 
say  here  that  I  and  other  members  of  the  staff  prefer  an 
above-board  management  style,  where,  for  example,  important 
changes  are  pointed  out  to  people  rather  than  being  left  for 
them  to  discover  --  or,  perhaps,  not  discover.  In  any  case, 
you  and  I  discussed  the  change  in  my  job  description  on  25 
August  1997,.  and  I  agreed  to  it.  Thus,  I  will  increase  my 
solicitation-  follow-up  work  by  about  2/3  and  reduce  my 
article  editing  by  1  part  m  8 .  (I  will  continue  to  spend 
the  large  majority  of  my  time  on  article  editing.)  Because 
of  my  preference  for  doing  things  above-board,  I  asked  you 
to  write  me  a  note  describing  the  change  in  my  job 
description,  and  I  thank  you  for  doing  so. 

For  the  record:  In  your  response  to  my  note,  you  say 
that  you  OK'd  my  request  for  paternity  leave.  My 
recollection  is  that  you  neither  approved  it  nor  denied  it, 
because  I  withdrew  my  request  before  you  responded. 

So  that  we  don't  wander  too  far  from  the  original 
issue,  let  me  repeat  that  I  made  my  18  August  1997  request 
because  I  felt  that  I  was  being  held  responsible  for  a 
particular  amount  of  work  (my  annual  article-editing  goal) 
while  being  made  to  work  sc  inefficiently  that  I  could  not 
do  that  amount  of  work  --  at  least  not  with  sufficient  time 
left  over  to  take  some  time  off.  My  revised  job  description 
will  lessen  slightly  my  need  for  ready- to-edit  articles,  and 
so  should  provide  some  relief  in  this  area. 

The  Riordan  manuscript:  has  just  arrived,  and  I  would 
like  to  work  on  it  now,  sc  as  to  finish  it  as  far  ahead  of 
the  deadline  as  possible.  Unless  you  tell  me  otherwise, 
that  is  what  I  will  do.  Perhaps  I  will  take  some  vacation 
time  later,  depending  in  part  on  what  other  work  comes  in. 


no 


From: 

To  : 

Data  : 

Sub  j  act : 

Dear  Jeff 


"Martin  L.  Perl’  <martih@SLAC . Stanford . EDU> 
Jeff  Schmidt  < jdsSaip . org> 

2  Sep  1997  (Tue)  17:13 
Leptons  After  100  Years  Article 


Thank  you  for  changing  my  ugiy  duckling  of  a  manuscript  into  a  beautiful 
swan.  You  have  done  a  wonderful  job. 


I  have  the  following  comments: 

Page  35,  column  2:  the  *****  in  "See  box  1  oh  page  ****♦»  36  has  not 
been  inserted  yet. 

Page  39,  column  2:  the  *****  in  ’See  box  2  on  page  ★**•**-  40  has  not 
been  inserted  yet. 

Page  36,  bottom  equation  in  column  2:  space  required  between  virtual  and 
Z0. 

Page  38,  Figure  4:  TAU  DETECTION  scheme  might  be  changed  to  TAU 
DETECTION  apparatus . ' 

Page  40,  Box  2,  column  i:  yes,  each  h  should  be  an  h-bar. 

Page  40,  References:  the  names  in  Ref.  3  are  spelled  correctly;  in  Ref. 
10  the  page  number  is  2074;  in  Ref  16  the  page  number  is  indeed  79c,  it 
is  a  conference  proceedings  and  every  page  has  a  c  added  to  the  page 
number . 


Thank  you  so  much  Jeff  for  all  your  helpa  dn  guidance.  I  am  greatly 
looking  forward  to  the  issue. 

Sincerely  yours 

Martin  Perl 


S  002128 


171 


2-7 


From:  "George  Crabtree”  <george_crabtree@qrtigate.arii.gov> 

to:  "Judy  Barker"  <jbarker@aip.acp.org> 

Date:  i5  Apr  1997  (Tue)  1 9:24 

Subject:  Vortex  Article 

Subject:  Time:  5:26  PM 

Vortex  Abide  Date:  4/15/97 

Dear  Steve,  jeff,  Barbara,  arid  Judy, 

i  just  received  the  offprints  for  our  abide  on  Vortex  Physics  iri  the  April 
issue  of  Physics  Today.  What  fast  service!  The  article  looked  very  good  iri 
the  magazine;  and  I  got  a  warm  feeiirig  oh  finally  seeing  it  iri  print.  THariks 
to  all  of  you  for  your  efficient  and  competant  efforts  to  bring  ihe  article 
out.  For  David  and  me,  it  is  gratifying  to  see  the  fruits  of  our  work  appear 
with  such  high  production  standards.  Thank  you  all  once  again. 

Sincerely, 

George  Crabtree 

George  Crabtree  -  MSD/223 
Argonne  National  Laboratory 
9700  S.  Cass  Avenue 

Argonne,  IL  60439  phone:  630-252-5509 

fax:  630252-7777 

e-maii:  crabtree@anl.gov 


CC:  '  "David  Nelson"  <r.e!son@cmt. harvard. edu> 
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Letter  to  Physics  Today: 


In  "Probing  the  Faintest  Galaxies",  by  Ferguson,  Williams,  and  Cowie 

(April  1997),  the  caption  to  Figure  i  reads,  in  part,  “For  most  of  the  galaxies 

in  the  image,  we  are  looking  back  more  than  half  the  age  of  the  universe". 

This  claim  seem  strange  to  me;  for  radiation  emitted  so  long  ago  must  have 

had  its  source  so  close  to  Earth  at  the  moment  of  emission  —  according  to 

the  generally  assumed  big-bang  origin  of  the  currently  expanding  universe 

—  that  it  would  have  reached  Earth,  if  at  all,  well  before  the  era  of 

telescopes,  spectrometers,  and,  of  course,  us.  That  this  is  so  springs  from 

the  fact  that  no  source  can  recede  from  the  earth  at  a  speed  greater  than  that 

of  the  radiation  —  namely,  c.  A 

To  derive  this  conclusion,  jdt  us  measure  all  times  and  distances 

relative  to  Earth's  rest  frame  and  let 

t  =  measum'of  time,  from  big  bang  at  t  =  0 

T  =  agepof  universe  ( =  time  elapsed  from  big  bancj  to  Earth's 

I  / receipt  of  radiation  from  source) 

9/=  time  after  big  bang  at  which  radiatiop'is  emitted  from 

source  / 

_  /' 

v  =  average  speed  of  separation  of  source  and  Earth  from  big 
bang  ( /  - 0 )  to  emission  of  radiation  {  t  =  6). 


11-  u 


/  /  / 

/  Thus  the  total  separation  of  source  and  Earth  at  time  of  emission 


!  / 


i.e.,  the  distance  the  radiation  travels  at  speed  c  from  source  to  Earth  — 
must  be  vO  ,  and  the  time  elapsed  during  the  radiation's  journdy^s 

/  ve 
/  r-e= — , 
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-Any  radiation  we  receive  today  must  have  been  emittedf-thorefece^at  least 
half  the  age  of  the  universe  after  the  big  bang. 

_ . _ _ _ _ _ _____ _  _ _ J _ _ _ — - - - - - 

^  HowTthen,  if  the  above  analysis  is  sound,  dnH^erguson,  Williams,  and 

Cowie  —  along  yah  others  —  suppose  radiatjpn  to  have  reached  Earth  ir 

< 

the  20th  century  from  a  source  that  was,  at  moment  of  emission,  farthp 
Earth  tha ry(cT /  2)  ?  Since  they  evidently  infer  emitter  distance 
doppler4hift  magnitude,  a  readwto-mind  answer  is  their  usey 
erroneous  relation  betweerpamitter  distance  and  doppler/ 
easurement^ 

If^-hewevefTthere  is  something  wrong  with  my  analysis  afeevej  shall 
be  grateful  to  have  it  explained  to  me. 


Robert  Weinstock 

Emeritus  Professor  of  Physics 
Oberlin  College 
Oberiin,  OH  44074 
ZWEINSTOCK@OBERLIN.EDU 

(Zf(>)  77S--  9337 
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iu^  rt^4  rLfp^-R  Qfd  oM  ov^^cr  ^abUrk.'^ 

Harry  Ferguson  < £ erguson@stsci  . edu>  f\c'-tK^r.  kJ  ^ 

ACP.AlP  (peiliot)  ? 


From : 

To  : 

Date : 

Sub j ect : 


7/28/97  10:37am 

Reply  to  Weinstock  letter 


Dear  Paul , 


if  era?  it 


Here  is  our  reply  to  the  letter  to  the  editor.  Actually,  we 
wouldn't  recommend  publishing  either  the  letter  or  our  reply  as  f% 
this  sort  of  basic  question  about  light  travel  times  seems  a  bit 
out  of  place  for  your  letters  section.  Perhaps  you  should 
forward  our  reply  to  Dr.  Weinstock  ^directiLy  cxnd  see  if  that 
satisfies  him? 


Sincerely, 
Harry  Ferguson 


Weinstock  Letter  to  the  Editor 


i 
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In  *Probing  the  Faintest  Galaxies,*  by  Henry  Ferguson,  RobertA 
Williams  and  Lennox  Cowie  (PHYSICS  TODAY,  April,  page  24),  theV  ,f 
figure  1  caption  reads,  in  part ,  *For  most  of  the  galaxies  in  t  e)  ^ 
image,  we  are  looking  back  more  than  half  the  age  oi  the 

universe.  *  ^ 

This  claim  seems  strange  to  me.  Radiation  emitted  so  Ion 

ago  must  have  had  its  source  so  close  to  Earth  at  the  moment  of 
emission* according  to  the  generally  assumed  Big  Bang  origin  or 
the  currently  expanding  universe* that  it  would  have  reached 
Earth,  if  at  all,  well  before  the  era  of  telescopes,  >  I  Uj^\ 

spectrometers  and,  of  course,  us.  That  this  is  so  spring^  ^rom 
the  fact  that  no  source  can  recede  from  the  earth  at  a  speed  \ 
greater  than  that  of  the  radiation*namely ,  c.  A  simple  \ 

calculation,  in  fact,  shows  that  we  are  looking  back  through  less  K <r 
than  half  the  age  of  the  universe.  Can  it  be  that  Ferguson  et  /  ( ock 
al.  are  using  an  erroneous  relation' between  emitter  distance  and 

doppler- shift  measurement?  _ 

If  there  is  something  wrong  with  my  analysis,  I  shall  be 
grateful  to  have  it  explained  to  me. 

>  ©SIGNATURE  =  ROBERT  WEINSTOCK 

>  @ ADDRESS  =  (zweinstock@oberlin.edu) 

>  @ADDRESS  =  Oberlin  College 

>  @ ADDRESS  =  Oberlin,  Ohio 
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The  redshift  distribution  of  the  galaxies  in  the  JHDF  is  not  known 
precisely,  however,  a  very  conservative  guess  based  on  Keck 
spectroscopy  of  the  brighter  galaxies  and  the  colors  of  the 
fainter .  galaxi es'  is  that  more  that  half  the  galaxies  have 
redshif ts  z  >  0 . 8 . 


The  statement  made  in  the  caption  of  figure  1  comes  from  a 
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calculation  of  iookback  time  to  a  galaxy  at  z  =  0.8.  For  a 
critical -density  universe  with  a  cosmological  constant  iambda  = 
0,  the  lookback  time  is 

tau  =  2/3  H_CT-1  (1-1/ (1  +  z)  A  (3/2)  ) 
and  the  present  age  of  the  universe  is 
t_0  =  2/3  H_CT-1 

where  H_0  is  the  HUbbie  constant. 

For  this  cosmology,  a  galaxy  at  z  =  0.8  has  tali  =  0.6  *  t_0 . 

In  other  words  the  lookback  time  is  more  than  half  the  present 
age  of  the  universe. 

A  general  expression  for  the  lookback  time  with  arbitrary  values 
of  the  cosmological  constant  and  density  parameter  is  given  in 
Carroll  et  al  .  ,  1992,  Ann.  Rev.  Astron.  Astrophys.,  30,  499 
(equation  16) . 


Henry  Ferguson 
Robert  Williams 
Lennox  Cowie 
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Vannevar  Bush  envisioned  a  brave  new  world  run  by  scientists . 


33 


h 


ENDLESS  FRONTIER 

Vannevar  Bush. 

Engineer  of  the  American  Century. 
By  G.  Pascal  Zachary, 
illustrated.  518  pp.  New  York: 

The  Free  Press.  $32.50. 


By  Thomas  P.  Hughes 

DURING  Worid  War  ii,  Vannevar  Bush 
mobilized  America's  engineers  and  sci¬ 
entists,  presided  over  the  making  of  the 
atomic  bombs,  advised  President  Tru¬ 
man  on  the  decision  to  use  them  against  Japan 
and,  in  a  memorable  essay  entitled  “Science  — 
The  Endless  Frontier,"  formulated  a  bold  policy 
for  the  country's  postwar  cultivation  of  science 
and  engineering.  He  defined,  as  well,  the  mili¬ 
tary-industrial-university  complex  and  gave  it 
the  impetus  that  propels  it  today.  As  G.  Pascal 
Zachary  observes  in  “Endless  Frontier,”  no 
wartime  figure  in  .the  world  marshaled  such 
enormous  engineering  and  scientific  resources. 

Born  in  1890  in  Everett,  Mass.,  Bush  cultivated 
his  scientific  interests  while  a  mathematics  stu¬ 
dent  at  Tufts  and  a  graduate  student  In  electrical 
engineering  at  M.I.T.  In  the  1920’s,  when  Ameri¬ 
can  engineering  was  in  transition  from  the  im¬ 
provisatory  pragmatism  of  the  past  to  the  sci¬ 
ence-based  approach  of  the  future.  Bush  became 
known  for  blending  traditional  scientific  values 
with  the  emerging  professional  ones.  At  ease  in 
the  machine  shop  as  well  as  In  the  laboratory,  he 
spoke  of  himself  as  using  both  the  hand  and  the 
head. 

M.I.T,  which  was  in  the  vanguard  of  this  pro¬ 
fessional  transition,  adopted  Bush  as  an  exem¬ 
plary  faculty  member  and  later  named  him 
dean.  He  won  worldwide  peer  recognition  as  the 
foremost  designer  of  electromechanical  analog 
computers.  Decades  later,  his  Atlantic  Monthly 
article  “As  We  May  Think”  spread  the  notion  of 
mechanizing  the  storage  and  retrieval  of  infor¬ 
mation.  an  Idea  that  fired  the  vision  of  several 
computer  pioneers.  Zachary,  a  business  and 
technology  reporter  for  The  Wall  Street  Journal, 
has  aptly  subtitled  his  biography  “Engineer  of 
the  American  Century.” 

Bush  assumed  that  men  of  brains.  Judgment 
and  good  will  would  rise  to  positions  of  responsi¬ 
bility  in  the  engineering  and  scientific  world.  (He 
was  not  at  all  sure  that  this  was  true  in  political 
and  military  realms.)  An  elitist  holding  high  aca¬ 
demic  standards,  he  believed  that  university  en¬ 
gineers  should  reach  out  to  render  public  service, 
not  only  solving  problems  assigned  to  them,  but 
helping  to  formulate  policy  as  welL  This  agenda 
would  bring  him  into  sharp  conflict  with  the 
Washington  establishmenL 
After  World  War  II  began  in  Europe,  Bush,  an¬ 
swering  a  call  from  Washington  to  mobilize  engi¬ 
neers  and  scientists  for  national  defense,  put  to¬ 
gether  the  Office  of  Scientific  Research  and  De¬ 
velopment.  Contemporaries  called  it  the  greatest 
research  and  development  organization  in  histo¬ 
ry.  Its  story  has  often  been  told,  but  Zachary  goes 
deeper"  to  explore  Bush’s  influential  and  often 
controversial  views  on  the  role  of  experts  in  a 
democracy,  an  Issue  that  surfaced  then  and  that 
remains  only  slightly  below  the  surface  now. 

Bush  and  elitist  science  associates  like  James 
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Conant.  the  president  of  Harvard,  sharply  criti¬ 
cized  the  military  for  hot  developing  strategy 
arid  tactics  that  incorporated  new  weapons,  such 
as  radar  and  the  proximity  fuze.  Bristiirig  with 
impatience.  Bush  used  his  direct  access  to 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  as  well  as  his  freedom 
from  Congressional  oversight  arid  his  Huge  bud¬ 
get,  to  bring  pressure  ori  generals  and  admirals 
to  accept  scientists  and  engineers  as  partners  in 
making  policy. 

Turf  battles  were  inevitable.  The  Chief  of 
Navai  Operations*  Adrfi.  Ernest  j.  King,  a  formi¬ 
dable  opponent,  accused  Bush  of  “trying  to  mess 
into  things  in  connection  with  the  higher  strategy 
which  were  not  his  business,  and  on  which  he 
could  not  have  any  sound  opinions.”  Other  offi¬ 
cers  scornfully  dismissed  the  civilian  experts  as 
men  without  combat  experience. 

Bush’s  advocacy  of  unfettered  scientific  ex¬ 
pertise  brought  criticism  from  the  politicians  as 
well.  The  United  States  budget  director.  Harold 
Smith,  declared  that  Bush  “is  too  much  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  assumption  that  researchers  are  as 
temperamental  as  a  bunch  of  musicians,  and 
consequently  we  must  violate  most  of  the  tenets 
of  democracy  and  good  organization  to  adjust  for 
their  lack  of  emotional  balance.”  “Most  of 
them,”  he  added,  “do  not  know  even  the  first 
thing  about  the  basic  philosophy  of  democracy.” 

Undaunted,  Bush,  according  to  one  colleague, 
talked  “straight  to  generals  and  cabinet  officers 
and  the  President.”  and  made  them  “take  it." 
After  fierce  confrontations,  he  would  sometimes 
withdraw  in  the  evenings  to  Washington’s  exclu¬ 
sive  Cosmos  Club  and  negotiate  with  his  oppo¬ 
nents  over  a  bottle  of  Scotch.  He  often  prevailed. 

Jerome  Wiesner,  John  F.  Kennedy's  science 
adviser,  thought  that  the  20th  century  might  not 
again  produce  Bush’s  equal  In  engineering  and 
science  policy.  Alfred  Loomis,  a  knowledgeable 
science  patron.  Investment  banker  and  radar  ex¬ 
pert,  concluded  that  among  the  men  whose  death 
in  the  summer  of  1940  would  have  caused  the 
greatest  calamity  for  America,  Roosevelt  was 
first  and  Bush  would  be  second  or  third. 

BY  war's  end.  however.  Bush  was  bone- 
tired.  broken  in  spirit  and  bereft  of  influ¬ 
ence.  Finding  the  Truman  Administra¬ 
tion’s  science  policies  suggestive  of  a 
chapter  from  “Alice  In  Wonderland,”  he  left  the 
Government  in  1948.  In  his  Last  great  effort,  he 
tried  and  failed  to  establish  a  National  Research 
Foundation,  a  peacetime  replacement  for  the  re¬ 
search  and  development  office,  one  that  would 
cultivate  fundamental  science  both  for  military 
and  civilian  uses.  He  wanted  peacetime  science 
unfettered  by  political  controls,  but  failing  to  per¬ 
ceive  a  growing  call  for  public  accountability,  he 
aroused  overwhelming  opposition.  James  V.  For¬ 
res  Lai.  the  first  Defense  Secretary,  observed  that 
“even  with  both  ears  to  the  ground,”  Bush  did 
“not  hear  the  rumble  of  the  distant  drum.” 

Deeply  informed  and  insightful,  Zachary  has 
thoroughly  captured  the  spirit  of  Bush  and  his 
times.  In  evaluating  the  man’s  legacy,  he  honors 
Bush  as  a  role  model  for  his  generation's  en¬ 
gaged  engineers.  But  Zachary  is  impatient  with 
Bush  for  resisting  people  whom  he  considered 
government  interventionists,  intent  upon  pursu¬ 
ing  science  primarily  for  the  ill-fed,  poorly  edu¬ 
cated  and  underemployed.  Zachary  is  surely 
right  In  concluding  that  Bush’s  single-minded 
support  of  elitist  universities  and  his  advocacy  of 
the  “free  play  of  free  intellects,  working  on  sub¬ 
jects  of  their  own  choice”  would  find  little  sup¬ 
port  In  Washington  today.  □ 
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Arms  and  the  Man 


Bv  Ertch  Eichman 


It  is  odd  to  think  that  a  man  whose  face 
appeared  on  the  cover  of  Time  magazine  in 
1944,  and  whose  death  occasioned  a  front¬ 
page  obituary  in  the  New  York  Times  30 
years  later,  should  be  all  but  forgotten  to¬ 
day.  But  such  is  the  fleeting  fame  of  the 
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" Endless  Frontier ” 
By  G.  Pascal  Zachary 


|  technocrat.  Vannevar  Bush  was  much 
more  than  that,  of  course.  He  was  a  pio- 
;  neenng  engineer  and  inventor,  an  entre- 
|  oreneur,  a  visionary  and  a  social  philoso- 
j  pher  whose  "Modem  Arms  and  Free  Men” 
j  was  a  1949  bestseller  and  whose  hymn  to 
I  science  (and  appeal  for  funding),  “Sci- 
1  ence  — The  Endless  Frontier,”  caused  a 
i  sensation  when  it  was  released  in  July 
!  1945. 

j  But  his  glory  years  were  spent  in  Wash- 
j  ington  heading  up  various  technocratic  en¬ 
tities  (the  Carnegie  Institution,  the  Office 
’  nf  Scientific  Research  and  Development), 
1  advising  presidents,  pulling  strings  on 
;  Capitol  Hill,  worrying  over  funding,  and 
■  overseeing  projects,  most  notably  the  se¬ 
cret  one  that  produced  the  first  atomic 
:  bomb. 

In  his  way.  Bush  was  a  precursor  of  the 
.  "Wise  Men.”  the  elite  insiders  who  guided 
;  L\S.  policy  in  the  postwar  years.  His  influ¬ 
ence  reached  its  height  under  Roosevelt 
and  faded  precipitousty  thereafter,  but  his 
!  concerns -the  relation  of  science  to  gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  military,  its  role  in  soci- 
c!y-are  still  very  much  with  us. 

No  doubt  Bush  would  have  welcomed 
our  computer  revolution,  for  he  was  essen¬ 
tially  an  optimist  who  saw  technology  as  a 
farce  for  good.  Most  important,  during  the 
crisis  years  of  his  greatest  prestige  and  au- 
'hority— when  the  country'  was  at  war  or 
preparing  for  it-he  argued  (presciently, 
convincingly)  that  science  had  something 
essential  to  contribute  to  national  defense, 
especially  if  civilian  researchers  were  al¬ 
lowed  to  do  their  work  unmolested  by  mil¬ 
itary  bureaucracy. 


Journal  reporter  G.  Pascal  Zachary  has 
brought  this  able,  conscientious,  energetic 
and  wrongly  forgotten  man  to  life  m  End¬ 
less  Frontier:  Vannevar  Bush,  Engineer  of 
the  American  Century"  (££££.  Press,  513 
pages.  S32.50).  A  few  excerpts: 

In  the  1930s:  “While  innovation  was 
clearly  becoming  corporatized.  Bush  still 
believed  that  the  ‘lone  researcher  often 
does  produce  out. of  thin  air  a  striking  new 
device  or  combination  which  is  useful  and 
which  might  be  lost  were  it  not  for  his 
keenness/  Bush  was  himself  just  such  an 
irrepressible  inventor.  While  an  astute 
manager  of  research  teams,  he  often  pur¬ 
sued  his  grandest  intuitions  alone.  Rapid 
retrieval  of  personalized  data,  stereonh^ 

tography,  typography,  internal  combus-^ 
lion  engines  and  perpetual  motion  were- 
just  a  few  of  his  obsessions.  For  him.lttT! 
venting  was  a  calling,  a  way  of  life.”  J™ 

At  the  commanding  heights:  "Intensely-’; 
self-assured.  [Bush]  deferred  to  no  oriST. 
save  Roosevelt  and  his  mentor,  Henryk 
Slim  son.  the  secretary  of  war.  In  the  heaL; 
of  war.  his  penchant  for  barging  aheaud;" 
worked  wonders.  The  military  gave 
leeway  to  him  than  perhaps  any  other/ 
civilian  in  the  war.  Members  of  Congress’:, 
granted  his  every  request.  'Never  once  didt 
we  ask  for  funds  and  fail  to  secure  theirri* 
promptly.’  Bush  later  boasted.  Legislators^ 
rarely  even  questioned  him,  and  wheh-^j 
they  did  the  exigencies  of  war  made  it  pos^' 
sible  for  him  to  duck  the  tough  queries  any--: 
way.  He  never  flatly  refused  to  satisfy..^ 
politician’s  curiosity,  but  rather  dared  himy 
to  comprehend  the  technical  and  military^ 
issues.  Most  politicos  wisely  kept  their.,* 
mouths  shut.” 

The  response  to  Bush's  19k5  report -*.** 
"Business  Week  called  Science -The  Enft+G 
less  Frontier  ‘an  epoch-making  report’  that.** 
is  ‘must  reading  for  American  business^ 
men.’  The  Washington  Post  applauded;- 
Bush  for  delivering  a  ‘thorough.  careiiU-T 
plan  for  putting  the  needed  push  of  the  feel/;* 
eral  government  behind  our  scientific-% 
progress.’  .  .  .  Only  a  handful  of  comm&w,! 
tators  questioned  Bush’s  basic  principle/ 
that  research  deserved  broad  public  fumhri 
ing.  The  Wall  Street  Journal ,  for  example,'-' 
argued  that  tax  incentives  could  achieve ’a/- 
similar  result  by  Inducing  private  industry-:, 
to  spend  sufficiently  on  research." 


After  the  war:  “  j  Bushj  shared  With  T'¬ 
other  eijiists  a  stark  and  hot  ai together-.' 
distorted  view  of  American  society  that: * 
pitted  sober,  pragmatic  elites  against  the 
iihiiitored,  volatile  masses.  For  Bush.  TrLi-- J 
man  and  his  cronies  as  well  as  most  con-ri 
gressioriaj  leaders  dearly  fell  into  the*- 
‘masses’  category.  While  Truman  ‘deF-T 
lighted  in  casting  himself  as  an  ordinary": 
American.  Bush-and  other  elite  leaders—- ! 
tended  to  view  such  citizens  as  irresponsl:/’ 
ble  and  sometimes  irrational.  The  elite  a$Tv 
sumed  that  the  mass  of  Americans  needed^ 
patriarchal  authority.  In  Bush’s  view//- 
civilian  technocrats  were  the  solution  tO/r 
the  inherent  contradiction  between  the  ii£/£ 
creasingly  complicated  problems  facings 
government  and  the  nation's  democraCG^2; 
traditions.  In  practice,  this  meant  that  th££; 
public  must  pay  for  experts  to  make  deci-.-^ 
sions  in  its  name;  these  experts  would-/.; 
brook  little  or  no  interference.” 

Looking  back,  in  the  1950s :  "He  worr/-^ 
dered  whether  men  could  ‘live  withoil&v 
war.’  Now  that  ‘the  glamour  of  wariTS^ 
gone,’  he  asked  whether  the  kind  of  dire££^ 
combat  ‘that  once  had  a  real  appeal  for  tha-z/ 
red-blooded  man’  was  obsolete.  Others  haH/aO 
noted  that  modem  technology  had  rngd£j^ 
war  impersonal  and  that  the  ’virile  attrib^j 
utes'  of  war,  which  enlivened  societies-in  *\ 
the  past,  would  have  to  arise  from  anotb£t£j 
source.  But  Bush's  romantic  yearning 
an  earlier  stage  of  combat  seemed  peculiar^ 
given  his  role  in  exploiting  the  very  tecffiC.- 
nologies  that  further  dehumanized  war.^.V 
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C  Vic  ago  Inhume  2  z  temper 


A  vivid  tale  of  an  American  science  czar 


Commentary 


accomplished  in  th£  yeard 
between  1939,  when  he  went  to 
Washlhgtorii  hiid  1954,  when  he 
left  Mi-time  government  service 
arid  returned  to  MIT. 

Yet  even  Bush’s  failure  to 
adjust  after  those  great  days 
underscores  the  imporifliice  of 
•  the  forces  he  had  set  til  motion. 
And  til  Zachary’s  hands*  the 
human  forces  behind,  the 
strange  twists  of  techrioiogi'cal 
developments  are  always  avail¬ 
able  fbr  inspection.  r 

Named  for  his  father's  mom-  •. 
mate  at  Tufts  .College,  Bush  ;  ; 

went  to  Tufts  himself.  After¬ 
ward,  with  his  Tufts  roommate*/ 
Lawrence  I^arshall*  he  started 
'  Arm  to  mAife-Yadio'  tubes  that'  ' 
they' called  Raytheon-  The  firm  . 
'was  a  success^  tratEtusb  went  ... 
on  to  teach 


By  th«  1970s,  U.S.  Industry  found  Itself  In  a 
paradoxical  situation:  ‘Awash  in  theofetieai 
knowiedga,  it  Was  starved  for  the  basic 
prCCISS^S  ind  products  that  lead  to  victories 
jn  cOmitiercial  Contests/  according  to  a  new 
Wdgraphy  Of  Vaonsvar  Bush. 
i_ _ ... _ ■  -  .  '  '  _ _ _ _ 


By  fravid  Warsji 
The  Boston  Globe 

ooseveit  called  me 
into  his  office  and 
said*  ’What’s  going 
to  happen  to  science 
after  the  warT  I 

said*  It’s  goiiig  id  fail  flat  ori  its 
face.’  ifc  said*  "What  are  we 
going:  to  do  about  it?*  And  I  toid 
him,  ‘We  better  do  something 
dainn  quick.'  • 

Those  are  the  words  of  Van- 
hevar  Btish*  longtime  professor 
at  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology  and. America’s  sci- 
in  ..World  War  IL  They 
.e  voice  ibe  Washington  manners 
^Of  -Wneti: those  in  positions 

that 

they. $-histOric  stage 
sen- .  * 

easily.  I.. ,  •  . 

r  served  as...  ... 

Rc^w^^scdseruce  adviser  since 
v ~^“£j&ar$eeing the  devel- 
43sxi  the  computer, 

^bomfr. ^  anjlbiotics-.;.  A 
'^tjpksdforsi 
$$ah  deliv- 

rinonths,  he  ate  just  too  numerous  tu  dc^  ~  '  a 

^famous  report.-  morB  th»n  list  The  autMr'aday  f  ™  ^ 

.  '•**«*.  \  .  fob  1»  ia  a  reporter 

■' wort  Journal  in  Sail  ' 

tBBe-TUou^h'mlitfh  battled  (met v.  ..rijleraM.knacS  for  narrate 

fa  the  Zorrlifafa  ef  poW;  i?iidnri»m-«  Mr  for  '  -.{fiMuf.trtM  innovation.  Science 

tiOnstfwletia  beo&jne  th#  . 

•  pribt.fb'r  TbeTfetia 
lirverninent,  industry  and  acsA ; 
demia  that  has  lasted  to  the  pre¬ 
sent  day^  / 

More  than  any  other  person.  It 
was  Btjah  who  designed  Amer- 
'oiud^y^^ 

^m  bost.' World  Vteft  . 
sjturtversdtles  directfhg 


!  . 

with  Eisenhower,'  George  Mar- 
ihaQ  and  Chester  Nimitt  sud 
lenly.  was  a  voice  that  found  its  •. 
“idlest  expression  against  the 
lew:  against  guided  missiles  ' 
md  satellites,  against  The  race 
-'  to.  the  moo?lfl|^LlrLSt  opnsum&r- 
;  ism.  He  served  to.  good-  effect  on 
Corporate  boards,  with  the  phah" 

’  ftiaceutichl  company  Merck  in'  . 
cular.  Hia  son  founded  Mib 
Fates  C04rb«'h^ti#r 
turkeys  ih  Ne#  Hajhp4- 


“inf  at  MIT,  whapi^hidiM^tl  iJM^u 
'  In  developing .  anal&  &mjpmfet*S.r ' :  'jjMfe  • 

***  A^WwdrW  was 

By  tax  tha  greatest  part.  .gt 


the  end  Of  the  book*- we  under- 
stand  that  Cutler  (once  a  top 
Digital  Equipment  executive)  in 
his  way  has  been  just  as  effec¬ 
tive  In  weldihg  together  a  team 
hell-bent  on  a  fixed  objective  as 
was  any  of  Bush’s  minions  in 
the  war— with  no  higher  author 
'  ity  behind  Ctitler  than  Bill 
Gates,  the  bjasine&a  strategist 
who  butit  Microsoft  on  little 
-  mbre  than  hl^tmfestod^ci’  of 


*  al  “  TT^^iS^  V-bottDm-ap'ta  a*  'tojHkwra.-- 
Zacharrs  hfsxmvi.  aniAArff 

jirar.-yev*.  And  bars  th»  *&%$$$&  thlTSa^tefe- 


i^a  Ijouired  .as  the  sourc^  of  all 
^progress;."  ini^e^ftic%:  and  com- 
fmerci^'-Qhgins 

off  as  mbsidiirf  ^b'c^riis.  The 
Tesult.  Wka  that  Wi&WOttftia.- 
LndU8tfy  found  feeff  in  a  para- 
'dortcal  situatiotti  ^  A  wash to  ^  . 


.  the  federal  gov-' 
rpaylng.the  bills  and 
i .  oohcarrtmtlnccto 
bh,  Somewhere'  in 

:.r-^  . 

:  L  Tte'/was  a.  good  deal  ih&isP  • '  • 

^l^nddmcaital  than*  9hy,  thinking 
jtprjjfo  hib^8tafo.  highway  ays- 
t^rii  or  ihVentlng  the  television 
M^work^  It  coufo  be  ahgued  •>"  - 
that- fit 

ftidD^itlou  gystetfihore 


.res  tales  of  th» 

Lttim^rploc^  with  yama  cf 
,'a  Association  with  the 
Offlcs  of  Strategic  Services;  sto- 
rie&.of  the  FD^.cabinet  , 

anecdotea  frorii  scoundrel  tima  ‘  ,  ,  k  h 

moman±s  ^^«8®SdferSbk3ic 

;  .It  turns  out  to  have  been.^.&r. .  v 

fotib'dampUcated  world,  thab  *'  - 

Biaih  Nobody  lpbw»  Wttar- .toa:i*=. 

over  federal  funding  of  sdesdat  <  Zachary  how  It  was  thsh  -io  key 


•  j  ^what  tt  ihoarit  bq 'the  stem 

•■*  •■'  dard.  '  ’  •  ’  Yi 

■  •  7&iAy-  ■ 

'  Gates  commands  a  pe^eurch 

Akiy«:‘as  yguiy  ikmmisntded  by 
•/Busin  Andjth^conmwrcdallxs- 
*  tfon  of  nee^ardi  ahd  dayelopc 
thatbo&K*.  wi^-lntwnja- 
• :  fcfcmal  BuAiROw-btitchhie^  move. 
intt>^mputm^Aoia  j05^Sflcan 
Teiepbono  9t‘7^k%hr£fo.  devd 
T  oped  the  traits teforTAa&I  foitm 
‘ktood ^by  white  ^jfoccte^alfey 

f  jtere.  fobbed 

w  “  rT^'~  stage)  haa  gon^  fkr  b^ybnd  wha* 


he  contemphi  i 


are  recounted.  Bush  favored'- 
winding  down  the  militaryV  ( 

*  role  in 'funding  science  at  the 
'^)ifolustem  of  the  wart  President  t 
V'feattry- TYui^ih  ovef^^  in 
T945.  .Wh^t  the  '‘National  Sctenco 
t  was  cheated 


,  ;Bukh  dlsdaihi8§’“ 


to  prove  the 

as  a 

■  first  skqtetfd 1  br^?ctenca— The 
:  RndI<^5T  Fr^ttel?-4x4v^^votvec 
'  Lrtto  tst  pretty  goo<r  map  cf  the 

territory;  The  relitiomhlps 

betier 

■  ‘  understooid^fe  ^  possibL 

■  ties  for 

Tl^  b^uMaries  ■  thfi&fselvfe 
seeftii  fitti«mOTe  flnit^  -  the 
ctMptotion&  a  littj 

'  foobe  IhtiSn^Vr  ; 

‘  TiButwferans  of^huncked 


Industries  at  least  American 
businesses  fought  their  way 
back  to  positions  of  global  - 
supremacy.  His  first  boqk^5&£.v 
stopper;-  The  Bre^hnecfeff 

Cheats  Window*  NTundlw-  .  .  . 

Next'  Generatid&at4MICIUebfr'  yf^wboyhmviee  what  hap 

(iWtinds^  'V&n  next  &aa^.«uy  cohte«' 

^■■^4  i&fttBxt&hi&l  ^D^toea: 

•by  (£-ir-ffti«r^'r^wut^-top  ±x<  lor*in<ftcr  tho 

vrrmivsi ,ii.  v  .s.  •  •  tki?- 1&.  *  •  ••:«utehhie  pitt*  vtoX  trfc-ofTto  the 

:  ’Dave^utA  frcmtter  is  for* 

BtM  ^^Sdin  imf losing;  Kte8!st‘h5  origl- 

The  man,  wbfo  had  thar<T'  hhighf  (d  u^Ily  tiudeistooa.  And  new  vis- 

> Y^b f-  W  m  opening  ali  the  tim‘a 
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A  well- engineered  life 

M  Vannevar  Bush  devised  policies  that  aHered  our  lives 


-vliccwreo  PP€ SS-v^OE  v,Q«u3  —  J?*Cv£S.>  =no*.:.fc3 


Vannevar  Bush,  shewn  ners  in  1942.  was  a  high-profile  engineer  during  World 
War  II. 


ENDLESS  FRONTIER:  Vannevar  Bush, 
Engineer  of  the  American  Century 
By  G.  Paschal  Znrhcinj 
Five  Press.  490  p'p..  S.JP.50 

Bv  Paul  Prcuss 

CHAMPION  of  scientific  exper¬ 
tise  in  government,  Vannevar 
Bush  s  turn?  and  face  were  ail 
over  the  covers  of  Time  and  Fortune 
and  Newsweek  in  the  I94()s,  but  today 
—  except  for  the  mistaken  impression 
that  Bush  foresaw  the  persona]  com¬ 
puter  and  the  Internet  —  few  remem¬ 
ber  him.  U';ill  Street  Journal  reporter  G. 
PascluiJ  Zachary  h;is  performed  a  ^.-ol vi¬ 
able  service  witii  this  admirably  de¬ 
tailed  biography  of  a  man  who  not  only 
was  Uie  20th  century's  leading  Ameri¬ 
can  engineer,  but  who  in  a  reaJ  sense 
engineered  die  American  century. 

How  should  history  judge  a  man  who 
described  many  of  features  of  the  PC  in 
1945  and  inspired  the  pioneers  of  the 
personal  computing  movement,  but 
who  disparaged  digital  electronic  com¬ 
putation?  Bush  built  an  enormous  me¬ 
chanical  computer  of  brass  and  steel, 
known  as  a  differential  analyzer,  as  ear¬ 
ly  as  1931.  Although  he  helped  found 
Raytheon  in  1924  to  manufacture  bet¬ 
ter  and  cheaper  electronic  tubes  for  ra¬ 
dios,  he  never  lost  his  affecuon  for  ana¬ 
log  computing  machines.  The  memory 
in  Bush's  proposed  desk-sized  “me 
mex"  (never  built)  would  have  consist¬ 
ed  not  of  nvagnedc  tape  or  disks  but  of 
reels  of  microfilm. 

How  should  we  assess  the  vision  of 
someone  who  headed  NASA's  prede¬ 
cessor  organization,  the  National  Achi- 
sory  Commin.ce  for  Aeronautics  (one 
of  his  first  acts  was  to  establish  a  re¬ 
search  center  in  Sunnyvale),  but  who 
thou glit  rocketry  was  a  waste  of  time 
and  did  his  best  to  discourage  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  satellites,  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles  and  moon  rockets'7 

The  middle  years  of  the  century,  the 
years  of  World  War  n  when  Bush  was 
at  his  acme,  were  a  fulcrum  for  our  na¬ 
tional  values,  our  sell- image  and  our 
conception  of  ourselves  as  a  distinctive 
people  in  the  world.  Like  his  times. 
Bush  was  a  mass  of  questions  and  con¬ 
tradictions.  He  founded  the  Office  of 
Scientific  Research  and  Development 
(OSRD)  and  fought  savage  bureaucrat¬ 
ic  battles  with  Army  and  Navy  brass  to 
persuade  them  to  invest  in  weapons 


development  Because  of  Bush.  Ameri¬ 
can  radar  helped  sweep  U-boats  from 
the  sea,  and  the  proximity  fuze  made 
anti-aircraft  guns  and  artillery  de’.  ns  rat¬ 
ing!  y  effective. 

At  first  Bush  opposed  r.uciear  re¬ 
search.  thinking  the  prospects  for  a 
bomb  ‘remote  from  a  practical  stand¬ 
point.”  He  ended  up  launching  the  Ar¬ 
my's  Manhattan  Project  A  Tat  to  thunk 
of  a  man  who  advised  dropping  the 
bomb  on  Japan,  then  warded  to  scare 


nuclear  secrets  with  the  Soviet  Union 
—  and  who  staunclily  opposed  the  dr- 
velopmeni  of  the  H-bomb? 

He  sounds  almost  liberal.  Not  at  all. 
Bush  was  so  conservative  he  distrusted 
democracy.  Although  he  was  one  of 
Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt’s  greatest 
admirers  and  closest  advisers,  he 
thought  the  president  should  be  re¬ 
lieved  of  his  burdens  by  delegating 
power  to  a  committee  of  technical  ex¬ 
perts.  During  the  Communist  witch 


hunts  after  the  war.  Biish  failed  to  de¬ 
fend  the  distinguished  scientist  E.U 
Condon.  tinder  attack  by  the  House 
Un-American  Activities  Utiininiiife. 
noting  that  "Coiiuiiic  uliiitr.it  inti  ct.iiUri- 
lutcs  a  genuine  menace  in  this  coi in¬ 
to" 

A  Red  bailor.  then?  Not  that  eu>y:  He 
w;is  one  of  Rolieri  (>ji(»enlmiiiei's 
staunchest  defenders  at  the  ItiAl  AKD 
security  hearings  ;uul  a  scathing  critic 
of  Joseph  McC;irihy.  In  15*47.  Hush  ir- 
called.  "Good  Lout.  I  worked  with  |lm>- 
ver.  Tnmuui.  ELscuhow  er.  Koo>e\i-lt. 
Kennedy.  ;uiri  I  don’t  think  ;uiy  of  (hem 
ever  knew  what  toy  political  philovn- 
I >1 1 v  was  or  were  in  any  way  iim-rested 
in  it” 

Bunt  in  ISIX)  in  Chelsea  Mass.,  the 
son  of  a  Protestant  minister.  Bush  U*- 
g;ui  his  inventing  career  win  It-  a  stu¬ 
dent  at  Tufts  College,  where  he  earned 
a  patent  on  a  sort  of  analog  conn  inter 
mounted  on  a  wheelbairow.  a  survey¬ 
ing  device.  After  graduate  school  at  the 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Tecluiulugy. 
he  eventually  become  a  professor 
there,  and  by  11):  12  ho  was  MITs  \ice- 
presidcnL  VVasiungton.  D.U.  proved  («• 
be  but  a  short  stop  away. 

Bush  advocated  civilian  control  in  er 
military  research,  but  tlirough  the 
05RD  and  other  organizations  lie  did 
more  than  anyone  else  to  establish  the 
niilitary-indpstrial  complex.  After  the 
war,  tiis  opjxjsition  almost  siuik  die  Na¬ 
tional  Science  Foundation  and  the  civil¬ 
ian-controlled  Atomic  Energy  Comiiiis- 
sion  (today’s  Deparuuenl  of  Energy)  — 
and  each  liad  been  his  own  brainchild! 
Bush  was  a  masterful  politician  who 
could  tiireatcu  and  cajole  and  ucca- 
sionally  deceive  to  get  what  he  wonted, 
but  he  had  no  constituency  except  sci¬ 
entists  and  engineers:  having  hist  the 
sup|>ort  of  younger  scientists,  his  pow¬ 
er  quickly  slipped  away. 

Virtually  discarded  by  guvenunent 
leaders  after  World  War  II.  Bush  kept 
an  office  at  MrT  and  died  at  home  in 
1974  at  the  age  of  34.  "In  hindsight, 
how  does  one  judge  Vannevar  Bush?" 
Zachary  asks.  "Right  or  wrong?  Good 
or  bad?  Success  or  failure'.’  Such  ques¬ 
tions  certainly  would  strike  Bush  as  ab¬ 
surd.  . . .  His  w-as  a  life  not  of  looking 
back,  but  of  charging  ahead.”  Maybe  a 
full  reckoning  of  his  importance  isn't 
possible.  Bush  himself  liked  to  say.  "It 
is  earlier  than  we  think.”  m 

Pu.ul  Pren.-vf'  line  uoirl  is  "Start  Pnssny- 
es.  ‘ 


Vannevar" Bush  se:  uc  a  !5bc*a!cry  -n  his  home  when  he  was  a  boy 

wit  —  t-.cv.cii 
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EE  who  swayed 
wdirid 

:ER  MORGAN 

sit  most  electrical  engineers  to 
k  list  who  did  most  to  shape  the 
StseCohd  half  of  the  20th  century, 
w  art  likely  to  include  one  of  their 
/arinevar  Bush,  professor  of  clcctxi- 
gtricering  at  the  Massachusetts  Iri- 
of  Technology  (MlT),  co-founder 
ythcon  Corp.,  and  civilian  director 
:  massive  U.S.  R.&D  effort  during 
d  War  il.  Yet  the  dcvclop- 
of  radar,  the  proximity  fuse, 

:ivc  anti-submarine  warfare, 
:ountIcss  other  innovations 
d  the  decisive  role  in  tipping 
Dalancc  of  the  war  to  the 
s  and,  in  the  longer  run,  in 
ring  democracy  as  the  pre- 
icnt  form  of  government  for 
serialized  states  at  the  close  of 
rentury. 

ush  was  born  in  1890  in  a 
1  just  north  of  Boston,  where 
athcr  was  a  Universaiist  minis¬ 
and  he  grew  up  in  a  nearby 
imunity  to  which  the  family  moved  in 
2.  He  was  a  strong-willed  young  man, 

\  a  "spark  of  belligerency,"  who  from 
:  to  time  endured  bouts  of  illness.  He 
wed  great  promise  in  mathematics 
i  science,  and  perhaps  just  as  impor- 
t,  proved  adept  at  building  things  with 
hands. 

Biographer  C.  Pascal  Zachary,  a  senior 
iter  for  the  Wall  Sired  Journal,  explains 
it  in  "tinkering  in  his  basement.  Bush 
i red  an  activity  with  many  brainy,  mid- 
: -class  boys  around  the  country.  The  na¬ 
me  c  of  invention. ..was  contagious... 
nd]  Bush  realized  that  the  path  of  the 
ventor  offered  him  perhaps  the  only 
cans  of  achieving  conventional  success 
ithout  sacrificing  his  maverick  leanings." 
in  1909,  when  Bush  graduated  from 
hclsea  High,  he  was  an  independent- 
linded,  politically  conservative  middle- 
ass  New  Englander.  He  was  "impatient 
ich  pomp,"  Zachary  reports,  an  "outsider 
'ho  resented  the  elite  of  society  but  hun- 
ered  for  recognition  too."  He  went  to 
'ufts  University,  in  Boston,  where  he 
amed  bachelor's  and  master's  degrees  in 
nginccring.  On  one  occasion,  he  read 
he  textbook  for  a  course  in  advance  and 
sked  the  professor  if  he  could  cut  classes 
o  make  some  time  available  for  other 
hings,  and  just  take  the  final  exam  when 
t  occurred.  The  professor  instead  gave 
iim  the  test  on  the  spot — Bush  passed 
ind  was  granted  credit. 


After  working  briefly  at  General  Elcc- 
tricCo.,  Bush  entered  a  doctoral  program 
at  Cbrk  University  biit  then  transferred 
to  MIT,  where  he  completed  a  thesis  in 
the  new  electrical  engineering  depart¬ 
ment  in  less  than  a  year.  In  1 9  i  6  he  ac¬ 
cepted  a  job  at  Tufts  arid,  in  paraUc!,  took 
a  position  as  laboratory  director  for 
American  Radio  arid  Research  Corp. 
(Amrad).  Three  years  iatcr  he  moved  to 
the  electrical  engineering  department  at 
MIT,  where  he  expanded  his  prograrri  of 
research  and  industry  consulting. 

Bush's  work  at  Arrirad  eventually  con¬ 


tributed  to  the  establishment  of  a  new 
company,  Raytheon  Corp.,  whicn  grew 
rapidly,  supplying  vacuum  tubes  for  the 
consumer  radio  market.  Bush  prospered 
along  with  u 

In  1932  Karl  Compton,  MlTs  new 
president,  made  Bush  vice  president  and 
dean  of  engineering.  While  the  position 
gave  him  wide  administrative  responsibil¬ 
ities  and  greater  exposure  on  the  national 
scene,  it  did  not  end  his  research  activi¬ 
ties  or  consulting.  Much  of  his  research  at 
MIT  focused  on  analog  mechanical  com¬ 
puting  machines  (termed  'differential  cal¬ 
culators’)  and  on  "rapid  selectors  for 
searching  large  physical  files  (such  as 
banks  of  microfilm). 

As  the  risk  of  war  grew  in  the  late 
1 930s,  Bush  became  concerned  with  lay¬ 
ing  the  R&D  foundation  for  a  conflict 
whose  outcome,  he  believed,  would  be 
determined  by  technological  prowess.  He 
had  already  begun  to  expand  his  activi¬ 
ties  in  Washington,  D.C.,  when  in  early 
1939  he  was  named  to  head  the  pre¬ 
stigious  Carnegie  Institution  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  a  position  that  provided  the 
springboard  that  soon  vaulted  him  to  the 
pinnacle  of  power. 

Bush’s  appointment  in  1940  to  chair 
the  National  Defense  Research  Com¬ 
mittee  (NDRC),  which  was  later  trans¬ 
formed  into  the  powerful  Office  of  Scien¬ 
tific  Research  and  Development  (OSRD). 
resulted  from  vision,  good  ideas  advanced 
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at  just  the  right  moment,  the  right 
friends,  arid  superb  saiesrhanship  com¬ 
bined  with  technical  accomplishment 
arid  great  administrative  skill  Bush  buili 
an  organization  that,  while  coordinating 
with  the  uniformed  military  services, 
defined  its  own  research  priorities  and 
rari  its  own  show  with  minimal  oversight 
by  the  President  arid  Congress. 

Bush  pioneered  new  contracting  meth¬ 
ods  that  mobilized  the  nation’s  top  scien¬ 
tists  arid  engineers,  with  rriiriirrial  red 
tape,  to  address  key  problems,  oHeri  in 
their  own  laboratories.  By  1944  "OSRD 
was  spending  S3  miHiori  a  week  on  60CH3 
j  researchers  at  rriorc  than  300  industrial 
arid  university  labs.  This  count  docs  not 
ihdiide  the  building  of  the  atomic  bortib 
by  the  Manhattan  Project,  over  which 
Bush  had  responsibility  through  diftcr- 
ent  administrative  arrangements. 

Readers  unfamiliar  with  the  critical 
role  played  by  Bush  and  the  OSRD  in  the 
war  effort  will  find  the  central  150  pages 
of  Zachary's  biography  an  exciting  and 
invaluable  introduction.  Details  of  Bush's 
skilful  wooing  and  bullying  of  military 
leaders  such  as  Admiral  Ernest  J.  King  are 
particularly  interesting.  1  would  have  pre¬ 
ferred  a  few  more  technical  details,  but 
1  except  for  confusion  between  the  capabi- 
j  lilies  of  the  German  V 1  and  V2  weapons, 

1  those  provided  arc  accurate. 

Accustomed  lo  wielding  great  power 
with  remarkably  little  accountability,  in 
the  post-war  era  Bush  found  it  difficult  to 
adjust  to  the  rcemergencc  of  politics-as- 
usual  and  bureaucratic  regulation.  He 
strongly  supported  the  atomic  bomb  he 
had  helped  create,-  but  he  also  recognized 
that  the  bomb  had  changed  the  world, 
and  worked  hard,  il  without  much  suc¬ 
cess.  to  put  in  place  an  international  re¬ 
gime  to  manage  this  threat  to  security. 
On  the  other  hand,  he  was  slow  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  great  strategic  importance  of  bal¬ 
listic  missiles  and  the  military  uses  of 
space.  This  blind  spot  worked  to  erode  his 
standing  with  post-war  military  leaders. 

Bush  is  widely  credited  with  being  the 
father  of  the  social  contract  that  guided 
post-war  R&D  in  the  United  States.  He 
was  the  principal  author  of  the  report, 
"Science  the  Endless  Frontier."  which  to¬ 
day  is  perhaps  the  most  venerated,  if 
rarely  read,  icon  in  Federal  science  and 
technology  policy  circles.  Zachary's  ac¬ 
count  makes  it  clear  that  while  many  of 
the  ideas  that  led  to  the  post-war  system 
of  Federal  RaD  originated  with  Bush,  and 
with  OSRD  contracting  experience.  Bush 
by  no  means  deserves  all  the  credit.  In¬ 
deed,  his  Strong  will,  plus  his  failure  to 
understand  the  changing  political  land¬ 
scape,  did  much  to  delay  the  creation  of 
the  National  Science  Foundation. 


In  Zachary's  account.  Bush  is  an  im¬ 
mensely  impressive  man  id  whom  the 
country  and  the  Western  worid  owe  a 
great  debt  of  gratitude.  Me  was  also 
human,  with  an  ego,  a  sirring  and  some¬ 
times  abrasive  style,  arid  other  fallings 
arid  limitations.  These  arc  recounted  with 
ah  honesty  that  in  rid  way  detracts  from 
Bush’s  gTcat  achievements  as  an  engineer, 
as  an  entrepreneur,  arid  as  an  excellent 
R&b  administrator. 

Most  of  the  "big  names”  in  U  S.  sci¬ 
ence  arid  technology  policy  have  started 
out  in  science,  especially  physics.  Bui  this 
fasciHattrig  arid  weii -written  biography  is 
a  reminder  that  one  of  the  greatest  of 
them  all.  arid  perhaps  the  rriost  influen¬ 
tial,  was  an  electrical  erigiriect. 

Granger  Morgan  is  the  Lord  CHair  Professor 
of  Engineering  at  Carnegie  Mellon  Uni¬ 
versity.  Pittsburgh,  where  he  also  is  head 
of  the  department  of  engineering  and 
public  policy  and  a  member  of  the  faculty 
in  electrical  and  computer  engineering. 


IO 


IEEE  SPECTRUM  MARCH  )»»• 


12 


S  002142 


15  November  1996 


Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physic b  Today  retreat 


The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table." 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff,  based  on 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  The  proposals  address  issues  that  are 
very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they  are 
intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each  proposal 
is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection  during  the 
retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST. 


1.  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 

--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 


2.  Openness. 

--  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process . 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3.  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff -based  information 
system . 

--  Reporter  gathers  and  disseminates  information  on 
progress  toward  agreed-upon  goals.  Not  intended  to 
replace  management's  information  system.  (Example: 
reporting  on  progress  toward  hiring  someone  to 
categorize  books.) 

4.  Problem  resolution:  Editorial  and  other. 

--  Editorial  judgment:  Burden  of  proof  on  critic. 

--  In  disputes,  staff  members  are  encouraged  to  consult 
others  on  staff. 
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5.  Distribute  work  according  to  staff  interest. 

--  Adjust  job  descriptions  of  yet-to-be-hired  editorial 
arid  secretarial  staff  members  based  on  current  staff 
interests . 

6 .  Physics  Today  management  should  act  in  a  way  that  ieads 
staff  to  see  them  as  their  advocates  rather  than  as  the 
local  representatives  of  higher  management. 

--  Advocates  in  editorial  controversies. 

--  Advocates  in  annual  reviews. 

7.  Voluntary  staff  participation  in  hiring. 

--  Participate  in  writing  job  advertisements. 

--  Examine  resumes. 

--  Talk  to  candidates. 

--  Offer  recommendations. 

8  .  Take  affirmative  action  to  increase  diversity  of  Physics 
Today  staff. 

9.  Allow  staff  to  solicit  outlines  for  articles. 

10.  No  need  for  detailed  schedules. 

(Distribution:  All  ?T  staff  and  managers.) 
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5  November  1997 


Marc , 


Thank  you  for  asking  me  to  meet  with  you  today  about  my 
statement  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  that  the 
magazine  has  failed  to  live  up  fully  to  its  claim  that  it  is 
ail  affirmative-actioii  employer. 

I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  history  of 
the  issue  at  the  magazine  and  to  discuss  the  important 
difference  between  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative  action. 

At  a  November  i996  Physics  Today  meeting,  some  of  Us  on 
the  staff  raised  the  issue  of  affirmative  action  and  the 
lack  of  diversity  at  the  magazine.  Several  weeks  earlier, 
one  of  the  Physics  Today  editors  had  submitted  his 
resignation,  thus  presenting  us  with  an  immediate 
opportunity  to  work  toward  correcting  the  problem.  At  the 
meeting,  I  said  I  would  help  monitor  the  situation  in  the 
future,  as  did  Jean  Kumagai,  who  is  the  only  minority  among 
the  18  individuals  who  work  at  Physics  Today. 

On  14  April  1997  the  Physics  Today  staff  learned  that 
out  of  the  85  applicants  for  the  editorial  opening  at  the 
magazine,  three  had  been  selected  to  come  in  for  interviews 
--  all  white  males.  Among  the  85  applicants  were  a  number 
of  potentially  qualified  minorities  and  women.  Jean  and  I 
argued  that  if  Physics  Today  were  truly  committed  to 
affirmative  action,  it  would  also  bring  in  some  of  these 
applicants.  That  could  have  been  done  easily,  but  Charles 
Harris  and  Steve  Benka  refused,  saying  that  it  was  not  worth 
the  delay  of  a  week  or  so  that  it  would  cause.  We  felt  that 
this  revealed  Physics  Today's  priorities  (and  AIP's,  too, 
because  Charles  had  told  us  that  he  had  discussed  the 
institute's  affirmative  action  policy  with  Terri  Braun  after 
the  November  1998  staff  meeting) ,  and  that  affirmative 
act ion . clearly  was  low  on  the  list. 

The  decisive  factor  turned  out  to  be  that  while  Charles 
believes  in  equal  opportunity,  he  does  not  believe  fully  in 
affirmative  action.  He  told  me,  for  example,  that  he  would 
not  hire  a  minority  who  is  qualified  to  do  the  job  unless 
that  individual  was  more  qualified  than  all  84  of  the  other 
candidates.  Such  a  policy  can  lead  to  an  all-white  staff 
even  though  many  minorities  are  qualified  to  do  the  work. 

For  reasons  outside  of  our  immediate  control,  qualified 
minorities  are  less  likely  to  have  credentials  beyond  those 
needed  to  do  the  work.  Thus,  the  qualified  minorities  are 
passed  over  in  favor  of  white  applicants  who  have  such 
superfluous  credentials.  The  result  is  a  staff  that  doesn't 
look  like  the  population  of  people  who  are  qualified  to  do 
the  work.  Thus  the  Physics  Today  staff  does  not  look  like 
the  physics  community/the  journalism  community,  the 
Washington  community  or  the  ration  as  a  whole.  As  long  as 
Physics  Today  fails  to  embrace  affirmative  action, 
minorities  will  continue  to  be  in  the  subset  of  applicants 
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deemed  qualified  to  do  the  job,  but  rarely  among  those 
actually  hired.  Thus  "equal  opportunity “  amounts  to  a  de 
facto  "whites  only"  hiring  policy  at  Physics  Today. 
Historically,  affirmative  action  Was  instituted  to  overcome 
this  shortcoming  of  equal  opportunity. 

Charles  also  told  me  that  staff  diversity  is  of  no 
value  to  the  magazine  --  except  to  make  the  office  a  more 
interesting  place  to  work.  Therefore  the  fact  that  a 
particular  job  candidate  would  contribute  to  the  diversity 
of  the  staff  counts  for  nothing,  he  said. 

My  own  concern  about  affirmative  action  at  Physics 
Today  was  heightened  when  AIP  and  the  magazine  relocated 
from  New  York  City  to  College  Park  four  years  ago.  To  fill 
the  editorial  openings  created  by  the  move,  the  magazine 
hired  three  individuals,  all  white  males  --  Ray  Ladbury, 
Denis  Cioffi  and  Steve  Benka .  None  of  the  three  had  any 
journalism  experience,  but  the  magazine  was  willing  to  train 
them.  (One  could  view  this  as  an  affirmative  action  program 
for  white  males.)  If  the  magazine  is  willing  to  hire  and 
train  potentially  qualified  whites,  then  why  not  do  that  for 
minorities,  too? 

The  managers  at  Physics  Today  made  two  token  gestures 
in  response  to  the  pressure  that  we  applied:  They  told  a 
few  organizations  of  minority  scientists  about  the  job 
opening,  and,  after  they  filled  the  position  with  a  white 
male,  they  phoned  a  few  of  the  minorities  whom  they  had 
judged  to  be  "promising  candidates." 

Ever  since  my  disagreement  with  Charles  over 
affirmative  action  at  Physics  Today,  he  has  treated  me  a 
little  bit  like  an  unwelcome  troublemaker.  You  should  be 
able  to  verify  any  point  that  I  have  made  in  this  note 
without  attributing  it;  by  doing  it  that  way,  you  can  avoid 
exacerbating  this  problem. 
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The  American  Physical  Society 
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iNTER  -  OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


July  i  i,  1996 


TO: 

FROM: 


Theresa  C.  Brail. 

/ 

Melinda  (jnderw^oi 


SUBJECT:  .  Affirmative  Action-- 1995 


Below  are  the  area  in  which  ATP  had  underutilization  in  1995: 


Senior  Managers 
Senior  Professionals 
Other  Professionals 


Female  and  Minority  Underutilization 
Female  Underutilization 
Minority  Underutilization 


Let  me  know  if  you  want  to  develop  a  narrative  discussion  of  goals  for  the  Affirmative 
Action  Plan  for  1996-1997. 


S  002148 


The  American  institute  of  Physics-Discussion  of  Goals  f  19951 

After  analyzing  our  Affirmative  Action  plan  and  looking  at  the  Utilization  analysis,  it  has  come  to 
the  attention  of  the  American  institute  of  Physics  (ALP)  that  underutilization  of  minorities  and 
females  exist  in  the  following  job  group: 

Senior  Managers  (10 1)  Female  and  Minority 
Sr.  Professionals  (201)  Female 
Other  Professionals  (202)  Minority 

The  American  Institute  of  Physics  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  equal  opportunity 
employer.  Our  goals  for  increasing  utilization  of  the  above  groups  will  include: 

►  Broadening  the  scope  of  our  recruiting  efforts.  This  will  include  expanding  our  recruiting 
outlets  and  resources  such  as  utilizing  the  Internet,  Department  of  Labor,  and  community 
resources  for  job  postings. 

►  Exploring  diversity  training  and  continue  to  monitor  hiring. process.  ALP  is  looking  into 
offering  diversity  training  for  hiring  managers  and  supervisors. 

►  Examining  and  identifying  internal  candidates  for  open  positions  and  career  development. 
This  will  include  continuing  cross  job  training,  development  of  skills,  and  promotion  of 
existing  tuition  reimbursement  program. 
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RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 


A .  Executive  Management  Responsibility 

As  the  representative  of  executive  management,  the  EEO 
Coordinator  has  primary  responsibility  arid  accountability  for 
implementing,  directing  and  monitoring  this  Affirmative  Action 
Plan . 

1 .  Implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs  set 
forth  in  this  Plan,  including  the  development  of 
policy  statements  and  related  internal  and 
external  communication  procedures  to  disseminate 
those  policy  statements. 

2.  Developing  and  supervising  the  presentation  of 
our  equal  employment  opportunity  policy  during 
the  supervisory  training  and  new  employee 
orientation  programs,  which  may  include  question - 
ana-answer  sessions  for  supervisors  and  employees 
answering  their  questions  about  this  Affirmative 
Action  Plan. 

3.  Designing  and  implementing  an  audit  and  reporting 
system  that  will  accomplish  the  following: 

(i)  Measure  the  effectiveness  of  our  affir¬ 
mative  action  programs. 

(ii)  Indicate  when  remedial  action  is 
needed . 

(iii)  Determine  the  degree  to  which  our  goals 
and  objectives  have  been  attained. 

4 .  Advising  management  and  supervisory  personnel  on 
developments  in  the  laws  and  regulations  govern¬ 
ing  equal  employment  opportunity. 

5.  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and  all 
enforcement  agencies. 

6.  Identifying  problem  areas  and  establishing . goals 
and  objectives  to  remedy  underutilization  in 
major  job  groups,  if  any  underutilization  exists. 

7.  Conferring  with  community  organizations  repre¬ 
senting  women,  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled 
and  older  workers. 
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8.  Auditing  periodically  our  on-the-job  training, 
hiring  and  promotion  patterns  to  remove  impedi¬ 
ments  to  attainment  of  the  Company's  goals  arid 
objectives . 

9.  Rating  supervisory  employees  based,  in  part,  upon 
their  efforts  and  success  in  furthering  the  goal 
of  equal  employment  opportunity,  and  informing 
supervisory  employees  of  this  evaluation 
practice . 

10.  Discussing  periodically  the  Company's  commitment 

to  equal  employment  opportunity  with  managers, 
supervisors,  and  employees.  During  these 

discussions,  bhe.EECt  Coordinator  will  stress  the 
importance  of  affirmative  action,  as  well  as 
nondiscrimination . 

11.  Reviewing  the  qualifications  of  all  employees  to 
insure  that  minorities  and  women  are  given  full 
opportunities  ,  for  transfers,  promotions  and 
training . 

12.  Providing  access  to  career  counseling  for  all 
employees . 

13 .  Conducting  periodic  audits  to  ensure  that  the 
Company  is  in  compliance  with  federal  and  state 
laws  and  regulations  requiring:' 

(i)  Proper  display  of  posters  explaining 
the  Company's  obligation  to  engage  in 
nondiscriminatory  employment  practices  . 

(ii)  Integration  of  all  facilities  which  we 
maintain  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  our 
employees . 

(iii)  Maintenance  of  comparable  facilities, 
including  locker  rooms  and  rest  rooms, 
for  employees  of  both  sexes. 

(iv)  Providing  full  opportunity  for 
advancement  and  encouraging  minority 
and  female  employees  to  participate  in 
educational,  training,  recreational  and 
social  activities  sponsored  by  the 
Company . 

14  .  Counseling  supervisors  and  managers  to  take 
actions  necessary  to  prevent  harassment  of 
employees  placed  through  affirmative  action 
efforts  and  .to  eliminate  the  cause  of  such 
complaints.  Further,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will 
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counsel  supervisors  and  managers  not  to  tolerate  4- 3 

discriminatory  treatment  of  any  employee  by 
another  employee  or  supervisor  and  to  report  aii 
complaints  or  incidents  to  hirri . 

i5.  Establishing  ah  internal  complaint  system  that 
will  enable  employees  to  discuss  complaints  with 
the  EEO  Coordinator  whenever  they  feel  that  they 
are  being  discriminated  against  on  the  basis  of 
race,  color,  religion,  sex,  national  origin  > 
disability  or  veterans'  status. 

iS.  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  arid 
community  organizations  representing  minorities, 
women,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  older  workers. 

17.  Developing  expertise  and  knowledge  of  equal 
employment  opportunity  guidelines  and  regulations 
in  order  to  advise  and  update  top  management  and 
supervisory  personnel  concerning  developments 
affecting  our  equal  employment  opportunity 
program. 


B  .  The  Responsibilities  of  Supervisors  and  Managers 

All  supervisors  and  managers  must  share  in  the  day  to 
day  r esoons ibi 1 i t y  fcr  imolenenting  the  affirmative  action  programs 
set  forth  in  this  plan.  Specifically,  they  must  endeavor  to: 

1.  Respond  to  inquiries  about  our  Affirmative  Action 
and  Equal  Employment  Policy,  after  consulting  ■ 
with  our  EEO  Coordinator. 

2.  Assist  cur  EEO  Coordinator  during  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  allegations  of  discrimination. 

3  .  Participate  in  recruitment  and  accommodation 

efforts  designed  to  enable  disabled  individuals, 
disabled  veterans  and  others  to  secure  employment 
and  to  advance  to  positions  for  which  they  are 
qualified . 

4  .  Ensure  that  all  federal  and  state  posters 

explaining  the  laws  prohibiting  discrimination 
are  properly  displayed. 

5.  Participate  in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  affirmative  action  programs. 
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DISSEMINATION  OF  EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  POLICY 


i .  internal  Dissemination 


The  Company  will  take  the  following  actions  to 
disseminate  its  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Policy,  as 
appropriate,  on  a  regular  and  continuing  basis. 


A.  Including  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  Policy  statement  in  its  policy  manual  and 
employee  handbook,  as  published.  A  copy  of  our  EEO  Policy,  which 
is  contained  in  our  Employee  Handbook,  is  attached  at  the  end  of 
this  section. 


B.  Meeting  with  supervisory  personnel  to  explain  the 
intent  of  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Policy  and 
their  individual  responsibilities  for  it's  implementation.  We 
conducted  supervisory  training  for  all  management  about  equal 
employment  opportunity,  affirmative  action  and  sexual  harassment 
during  Plan  Year  1995  and  have  continued  the  training  into  Plan 
Year  1996.  We  have  attached  information  relating  to  our 
supervisory  training  at  the  end  of  this  section. 

C.  Scheduling  special  meetings  with  employees  or 
using  Company  newsletters  to  discuss  and  explain  individual 
employee  responsibilities  or  opportunities  under  the  affirmation 
action  program.  During  the  current  plan  year  we  will  be  conducting 
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training  for  aii  employees  about  our  affirmative  action  program  and 
equal  employment  opportunity  in  the  workplace. 


D .  Discussing  our  equal  employment  policy  during  any 
orientation  programs  we  hoick  at  which  time  aii  new  employees  (and 
if  applicable,  transferred  and  promoted  employees)  will  be  advised 
of  oUr  commitment  to  affirmative  action  and  eqilai  employment  oppor¬ 
tunity.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Policy  statement,  and  policy  statements  affirmatively  supporting  the 
employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  women  will  be 
explained  during  these  sessions.  During  these  orientation  sessions 
a  management  representative'  from  various  areas  of  the  Company, 
including  Human  Resources,  explains  the  function  of  their 
department.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively 
supporting  the  employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and 
women  are  explained  during  these  sessions .  We  have  attached  at  the 
end  of  this  section  an  "Overview  of  New  Employee  Orientation 
Process",  which  includes  a  copy  of  our  "New  Employee  Checklist," 
and  addresses  equal  employment  opportunity  and  affirmative  action 
in  the  workplace  . 


E.  Posting  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employ¬ 
ment  Policy,  along  with  all  required  State  and  federal  informa¬ 
tional  posters,  on  our  bulletin  boards,  and  updating  such  posters 
as  required.  Our  "Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Policy  Statement",  "Invitation  to  Vietnam  Era  and 
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IDENTIFICATION  OF  PROBLEM  AREAS  ( DEFICIENCIES ) 
BY  ORGANIZATIONAL  UNIT  AND  BY  JOB  GROUP 


At 


I  .  UNDERUTILIZATION 

The  EEO  Coordinator  conducted  a  Utilization  Analysis 
for  the  .1996  Plan  Year  in  which  she  compared  the  workforce 
representation  of  minorities  and  females  to  their  statistical 
availability  by  job  group.  The  Utilization  Analysis  ied  the 
Company  to  identify  the  following  areas  of  Underutilization: 

Females  are  statistically  Underutilized  in  job 
groups  iOi  (Senior  Managers)  and  201  (Senior 
Prof essionals )  . 

Minorities  are  statistically  underutilized  in  Job 
Group  202  (Other  Professionals  Technicians). 

The  Company  is  addressing  these  potential  problem  areas 
by  establishing  goals  which  we  will  attempt  to  achieve  through 
specific  action  oriented  programs,  which  are  described  in  the 
section  of  this  plan  entitled  "Action  Oriented  Programs."  Our 
Utilization  Analysis  and  Goals  are  contained  behind  the  tabs,  so 
named,  in  this  affirmative  action  plan. 

II.  ADVERSE  IMPACT 

To  determine  if  our  selection  procedures  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minorities  and  females  during  the  first  six 
months  of  our  1996  Plan  Year,  we  conducted  an  adverse  impact 
analysis  upon  our  selection  decisions.  We  compared  the  selection 
ratios  of  minorities  and  females  to  those  of  non-minorities  and 
males,  respectively,  in  the  areas  of  hiring,  promotion  and 
termination.  Through  this  analysis  we  discovered  no  areas  for 
this  time  period  of  statistically  significant  adverse  impact. 

As  a  result  of  our  adverse  impact  analysis,  we  examined 
each  of  the  selection  decisions  that  occurred  in  job  groups  where 
adverse  impact  was  discovered  as  described  in  the  Action  Oriented 
Programs  section  of  our  plan.  Furthermore,  a  full  impact  ratio 
analysis  of  our  selection  decisions  and  a  narrative  discussion  of 
the-  legitimate  business  reasons  supporting  our  decisions  is  found 
behind  the  "Jaar  Analysis,  Impact  Ratio  Analysis  and  Placement 
Analysis"  tab. 

III.  IN  GENERAL 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will,  on 
an  annual  basis,  as  applicable,  identify  potential  problem  areas 
in  the  total  employment  process,  which  may  include  review  of  the 
following  areas: 

A.  Composition  of  the'  workforce  by  minority  group  status 

and  sex. 
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B.  Composition  of  applicant  flow  by  minority  group  status 
and  sex. 

C . .  Overall  employee  selection  process  including  position 

specifications,  application  forms,  interviewing 
procedures*  test  administration,  test  validity, 
referral  procedures *  final  selection  process,  and  other 
employee  selection  procedures. 

D.  New  hires,  promotions*  terminations ,  etc. 

E.  Utilization  of  training*  recreation  and  social'  events 
and  other  programs  that  are  sponsored  by  the  Company. 

F.  Technical  phases  of  compliance  with  laws  prohibiting 
discrimination  in  employment  and  promoting  affirmative 
action  programs,  e.g.,  retention  of  applications, 
notifications  to  subcontractors ,  etc. 

G.  "Underutilization"  of  minorities  or  women  in  specific 
job  groups. 

H.  Lateral  or  vertical  movement  of  minority  or  female 
employees  occurring  at  a  lesser  rate  than  that  of  non¬ 
minority  or  male  employees. 

I.  The  selection  process  eliminating  a  significantly 
higher  percentage  of  minorities  or  women  than  non¬ 
minorities  or  men. 

J.  Application  and  other  preemployment  evaluation  forms  or 
procedures  not  in  compliance  with  federal  or  state  law. 


K.  Position  descriptions  inaccurate  in  relation  to  actual 
functions  and  duties  of  that  particular  job. 

L.  De  facto  segregation,  by  race  or  sex,  existing  in  job 
titles  or  job  groups. 

M.  Seniority  provisions  contributing  to  overt  or 

inadvertent  discrimination  by  minority  group  status  or 
sex . 

N.  Non-support  of  our  affirmative  action  and  equal 

employment  programs  and  policies  by  managers, 

supervisors  or  employees. 

O.  Minorities  or  women  significantly  underrepresented  in 
training  or  career  improvement  programs . 

P.  Lack  of  formal  techniques  for  evaluating  effectiveness 
of  the  programs  set  forth  in  this  Plan. 
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From:  Susan  Funk 

To:  SBENKA,  JBAJRKER ,  GCOLLINS,  PELLIOT,  TFEDER ,  CHARRI . . . 

Data:  i8  Sep  1997  (Thu)  13:29 

Suioj  act :  Additional  Agenda  items... 


I  have  been  asked  to  e-mail  this  to  all  of  you . 

--  Susan 

Here  are  sortie  critical  topics  we  woiiid  like  to  see  on  the  agenda  for  next  week’s 
Content  Retreat. 

(1)  Revised  editorial  structure:  implementation  of  the  long-deferred  editorial  board 
to  increase  staff’s  participation  in  editorial  function  and  decision  making. 

While  some  may  regard  this  as  "process"  and  not  a  valid  part  of  this  "content" 
retreat,  this  step  is  essential  for  any  meaningful  changes  in  content  to  be 
successfully  implemented.  PT  has  a  highly  talented  staff  that  is  frustrated  by  the 
current  structure,  which  prevents  the  staff  from  making  a  significant  and  ongoing 
contribution  to  enhancing  the  magazine’s  quality.  Implementing  the  editorial  board  is 
the  best  way  to  make  the  magazine's  content  more  timely,  lively,  and 
interdisciplinary . 

All  the  editorial  staff  should  be  part  of  the  editorial  board. 

(2)  Revised  outlook:  an  outlook  that  is  more  independent,  more  daring,  more 

thought -provoking ,  mere  representative  of  diverse  views  in  the  physics  community ,. more 
appealing  to  younger  readers,  more  responsive  overall  not  just  to  our  current  readers 
but  to  the  additional  readers  we  would  like  to  have,  more  competitive. 

(3)  Added  functions:  to  provide  a  forum  for  debate,  to  discuss  openly  issues  relevant 
to  the  physics  community  (including  controversial  or  contentious  ones) ,  to  underscore 
the  social  context  and  relevance  of  physics. 

(4)  Added  department:  creation  of  "reader  viewpoint"  feature  in  which  PT  publishes 
reader  responses  to  questions  formulated  by  the  staff. 

How  this  would  work:  In  one  issue  we  publish  the  topic  on  which  we  want  readers  to 
give  their  opinions.  In  a  later  issue,  we  publish  a  representative  sampling  of  those 
opinions.  Such  a  feature  would  create  a  lot  of  reader  interest  and  could  play  a 
valuable  role  in  the  society  of  physicists.  Our  topics  and  the  subsequent  opinions 
could  become  the  talk  of  physics  coffee  rooms  and  pre-colloquium  gatherings. 

(5)  Revised  departments:  discontinue  reporting  of  awards  and  job  changes. 

The  undersigned  believe  that  it  is  essential  that  these  topics  be  discussed  at  the 
content  retreat. 

Judy  Barker,  Graham  P.  Collins,  Chas  Day,  Paul  Elliott,  Toni  Feder,  Jean  Kumagai , 
Elliot  Plotkin,  Jeff  Schmidt. 
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16  March  1998 


Dear  Graham, 

At  the  Physics  Today  staff  meeting  oh  3  March,  the 
editor  announced  your  upcoming  departure  and  called  it 
simply  "the  big  news."  We  found  that  characterization 
offensively  neutral,  the  resignation  of  a  dedicated/  long¬ 
time  staff  member  is  not  just  "news";  it  is  a  huge  loss  for 
both  the  staff  and  the  readers  of  the  magazine/  and  it  is  a 
failure  oh  the  part  of  the  magazine.  We  are  extremely  sorry 
you  are  leaving  Physics  Today. 


the  fact  that  those  in  charge  are  not  encouraging  you 
to  reconsider  is  consistent  with  their  behavior  toward  you 
over  the  months,  and  it  leads  us  to  believe  that  they  are 
not  100%  unhappy  about  your  resignation.  We  think  they  are 
fully  aware  and  appreciative  of  your  extraordinary 
dedication  and  hard  work.  But  we'  think  they  nevertheless 
have  mixed  feelings  about  your  presence  on  the  Physics  Today 
staff  because  you  have  been  an  outspoken  voice  for  change  at 
the  magazine.  We  share  your  frustration  over  management's 
continued  resistance  to  badly  needed  improvements,  and  so  we 
find  your  decision  to  resign  quite  understandable. 
Nevertheless,  we  are  sorry  to  lose  you. 

Of  course,  driving  away  people  who  point  out  problems 
will  make  for  a  seemingly  smoother  operation.  But  such 
maintenance  of  appearances  comes  at  a  very  high  price, 
because  problems  that  are  not  clearly  exposed  cannot  be 
adequately  addressed  or  corrected.  We  have  all  seen  this  in 
the  grossly  mismanaged  effort  to  prepare  the  50th 
anniversary  issue  of  the  magazine.  After  each  of  the  many 
meetings  that  we  have  had  on  this  special  issue  --  meetings 
at  which  staff  suggestions  have  been  routinely  ignored  and 
important  decisions  routinely  deferred  --  staff  members  have 
whispered  to  each  other  privately,  in  the  strongest  possible 
terms,  about  the  absurd  amount  of  time  and  money  being 
wasted.  Nearly  everyone  agrees  that  the  effort  is  being 
grossly  mismanaged,  but  because  no  one  has  felt  safe  enough 
to  bring  the  matter  out  into  the  open  at  a  meeting,  there 
has  been  no  real  discussion  of  how  the  effort  could  be 
better  organized  and  executed.  And  so  after  all  this  time 
the  managers  have  done  nothing  to  improve  the  way  it  is 
being  managed. 

During  the  past  year,  Physics  Today  management  has 
moved  toward  a  more  repressive  work  environment  and  toward  a 
love- it-or-leave-it  policy.  As  you  know  all  too  well,  there 
is  now  much  less  pretense  that  "improve  it"  is  a  realistic 
option.  Management  has  become  suspicious  of  anything  that 
could  lead  to  change,  and,  they  act  against  it  no  matter  what 
the  cost  to  morale  or  to  the  readers  and  the  physics 
community.  Take,  for  example,  Steve  Benka's  recent  order 
forbidding  private  conversations  between  staff  members  at 
work  and  declaring  that  all  conversations  between  staff 
members  must  be  open  to  management  supervision.  Although 


Charles  Hariris  later  told  someone  on  the  staff  that  this 
totalitarian  measure  Would  not  be  enforced,  it  has  riot  been 
officially  retracted,  and  so  the  chili  remains. 

Almost'  four  months  ago  the  Physics  Today  advisory 
committee  warned  that  " PT  could  experience  severe  losses  in 
its  editorial  staff  if  morale  issues  are  riot  being  addressed 
or  are  being  addressed  in  a  cursory  manner.  This  issue 
needs  continued  and  heightened  attention  from  management . ” 
Physics  Today  management  chose  to  ignore  this  warning,  and 
now  with  your  departure  we  are  suffering  the  predicted 
consequence.  (The  magazine's  loss  of  Susan  Funk,  who 
quietly  cleaned  out  her  desk  on  Friday  6  March  and  never 
came  back,  was  also  the  result  of  frustration,  we  think, 
with  the  impediments  to  fashioning  her  editorial  assistant 
position  into  something  more  than  a  dead-end  job.) 

Those  in  charge  should  not  forget  that  Physics  Today  is 
a  trust  of  the  physics  community.  To  needlessly  lose 
dedicated  and  experienced  staff  members,  especially  those 
who  make  the  extra  effort  to  improve  the  magazine  and  the 
workplace,  is  to  squander  the  physics  community's  valuable 
resources . 

We  hope  some  way  will  be  found  to  keep  you  at  Physics 
Today,  although  we  realize  that  this  is  unlikely  to  happen. 
We  have  been  fortunate  to  have  you  as  a  colleague,  and  we 
gained  much  from  your  honesty  and  insight  .  We  hope  you  keep 
up  the  spirit  in  whatever  you  do. 
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5  November  1997 
Marc, 

Thank  you  for  asking  me  to  meet  with  you  today  about  my 
statement  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  that  the 
magazine  has  failed  to  live  up  fully  to  its  claim  that  it  is 
an  affirmative-action  employer. 

I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  history  of 
the  issue  at  the  magazine  and  to  discuss  the  important 
difference  between  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative  action. 

At  a  November  1996  Physics  Today  meeting,  some  of  us  on 
the  staff  raised  the  issue  of  affirmative  action  and  the 
lack  of  diversity  at  the  magazine.  Several  weeks  earlier, 
one  of  the  Physics  Today  editors  had  submitted  his 
resignation,  thus  presenting  us  with  an  immediate 
opportunity  to  work  toward  correcting  the  problem.  At  the 
meeting,  I  said  I  would  help  monitor  the  situation  in  the 
future,  as  did  Jean  Kumagai,  who  is  the  only  minority  among 
the  18  individuals  who  work  at  Physics  Today. 

On  14  April  1997  the  Physics  Today  staff  learned  that 
out  of  the  85  applicants  for  the  editorial  opening  at  the 
magazine,  three  had  been  selected  to  come  in  for  interviews 
--  all  white  males.  Among  the  85  applicants  were  a  number 
of  potentially  qualified  minorities  and  women.  Jean  and  I 
argued  that  if  Physics  Today  were  truly  committed  to 
affirmative  action,  it  would  also  bring  in  some  of  these 
applicants.  That  could  have  been  done  easily,  but  Charles 
Harris  and  Steve  Benka  refused,  saying  that  it  was  not  worth 
the  delay  of  a  week  or  so  that  it  would  cause.  We  felt  that 
this  revealed  Physics  Today's  priorities  (and  AIP's,  too, 
because  Charles  had  told  us  that  he  had  discussed  the 
institute's  affirmative  action  policy  with  Terri  Braun  after 
the  November  1996  staff  meeting)  ,  and  that  affirmative 
action  clearly  was.  low  on  the  list. 

The  decisive  factor  turned  out  to  be  that  while  Charles 
believes  in  equal  opportunity,  he  does  not  believe  fully  in 
affirmative  action.  He  told  me,  for  example,  that  he  would 
not  hire  a  minority  who  is  qualified  to  do  the  job  unless 
that  individual  was  more  qualified  than  all  84  of  the  other 
candidates.  Such  a  policy  can  lead  to  an  all-white  staff 
even  though  many  minorities  are  qualified  to  do  the  work. 

For  reasons  outside  of  our  immediate  control,  qualified 
minorities  are  less  likely  to  have  credentials  beyond  those 
needed  to  do  the  work.  Thus,  the  qualified  minorities  are 
passed  over  in  favor  of  white  applicants  who  have  such 
superfluous  credentials.  The  result  is  a  staff  that  doesn't 
look  like  the  population  of  people  who  are  qualified  to  do 
the  work.  Thus  the  Physics  Today  staff  does  not  look  like 
the  physics  community,  the  journalism  community,  the 
Washington  community  or  the  nation  as  a  whole.  As  long  as 
Physics  Today  fails  to  embrace  affirmative  action, 
minorities  will  continue  to  be  in  the  subset  of  applicants 
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deemed  qualified  to  do  the  job,  but  rarely  among  those 
actually  hired.  Thus  "equal  opportunity"  amounts  to  a  de 
facto  "whites  only"  hiring  policy  at  Physics  Today. 
Historically,  affirmative  action  was  instituted  to  overcome 
this  shortcoming  of  equal  opportunity. 

Charles  also  told  me  that  staff  diversity  is  of  no 
value  to  the  magazine  --  except  to  make  the  office  a  more 
interesting  place  to  work.  Therefore  the  fact  that  a 
particular  job  candidate  would  contribute  to  the  diversity 
of  the  staff  counts  for  nothing,  he  said. 

My  own  concern  about  affirmative  action  at  Physics 
Today  was  heightened  when  AIP  and  the  magazine  relocated 
from  New  York  City  to  College  Park  four  years  ago.  To  fill 
the  editorial  openings  created  by  the  move,  the  magazine 
hired  three  individuals,  all  white  males  --  Ray  Ladbury, 
Denis  Cioffi  and  Steve  Benka .  None  of  the  three  had  any 
journalism  experience,  but  the  magazine  was  willing  to  train 
them.  (One  could  view  this  as  an  affirmative  action  program 
for  white  males.)  If  the  magazine  is  willing  to  hire  and 
train  potentially  qualified  whites,  then  why  not  do  that  for 
minorities,  too? 

The  managers  at  Physics  Today  made  two  token  gestures 
in  response  to  the  pressure  that  we  applied:  They  told  a 
few  organizations  of  minority  scientists  about  the  job 
opening,  and,  after  they  filled  the  position  with  a  white 
male,  they  phoned  a  few  of  the  minorities  whom  they  had 
judged  to  be  "promising  candidates." 

Ever  since  my  disagreement  with  Charles  over 
affirmative  action  at  Physics  Today,  he  has  treated  me  a 
little  bit  like  an  unwelcome  troublemaker.  You  should  be 
able  to  verify  any  point  that  I  have  made  in  this  note 
without  attributing  it;  by  doing  it  that  way,  you  can  avoid 
exacerbating  this  problem. 
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PHYSICS  TODAY 


January  27,  1995 


JOB  DESCRIPTION 


Initials : 

Job  title: 
Branch/Division : 
Reports  to: 


JS 

Editor 

Physics  Programs /Physics  Today 
Editor 


BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  JOB  DUTIES: 

Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles,  dealing  with  authors 
and  reviewers;  edit  the  articles 


ESSENTIAL  FUNCTIONS : 

1.  Edit  feature  articles  in  conjunction  with  authors;  negotiate 
for  artwork;  monitor  articles  through  production 

2.  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles;  this  includes 
reviewing  the  article,  obtaining  an  outside  review  and 
conveying  recommended  revisions  to  the  author 

3.  Review  feature  articles  and  letters  to  the  editor 

4.  Provide  editorial  support  through  staff  discussions,  reading 
and  traveling  to  keep  abreast  of  the  field  and  offering 
suggestions  for  articles  and  stories. 


QUALIFICATIONS: 

Graduate  level  training  in  physics  or  other  physical  science; 
several  years'  experience  in  editing  or  writing  for  a  scientific 
or  technical  magazine 
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Job  Description 


Name : 

Title : 
Reports  to: 


August  19,  1997 

Jeff  Schmidt 

Senior  Associate  Editor 

Editor,  Physics  Today 


BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  JOB  DUTIES:  Take  responsibility  for  and  edit 
feature  articles. 


ESSENTIAL  FUNCTIONS: 

1.  Edit  feature  articles  in  conjunction  with  authors;  negotiate 
for  artwork;  monitor  articles  through  production.  Weight,  70% 

2.  Take  responsibility  for  assigned  articles,  in  consultation  with 
the  editor.  Includes:  Obtain  solicited  manuscripts;  review  articles ; 
obtain  outside  reviews;  convey  recommended  revisions  to  the  author; 
obtain  revised  articles.  Weight,  25% 

3.  Perform  other  editorial  functions  as  needed.  Includes:  Review 
feature  articles,  letters  to  the  editor,  and  other  editorial  matter 
as  requested;  provide  editorial  support  through  staff  discussions, 
and  offering  suggestions  for  articles  and  stories.  Weight,  5% 


QUALIFICATIONS:  Graduate  level  training  in  physics  or  other  physical 
science;  several  years'  experience  in  editing  or  writing  for  a 
scientific  or  technical  magazine;  ability  to  meet  deadlines;  ability 
to  work  well  with  others,  both  inside  and  outside  the  magazine. 


D00301 


Jeff, 


September  26,  1997 


We  welcome  constructive  and  productive  contributions  from  you,  but  behavior  by  you  that  we 
consider  destructive  and  counterproductive  will  no  longer  be  tolerated.  Your  continued 
interruption  at  our  retreat,  after  you  were  instructed  to  hold  your  questions  and  comments  until 
the  discussion  segment  of  the  agenda,  is  an  example  of  what  we  mean.  The  continuation  of  such 
behavior  on  your  part,  in  the  office  or  at  any  work-related  activity,  will  not  be  tolerated. 

This  notice  is  to  be  treated  as  confidential. 


October  1,  1997: 

Charles  and  I  went  to  Jeffs  office  about  1 1 :45am,  when  Charles  verbally  delivered  the 
message  contained  in  the  above  notice,  then  handed  Jeff  a  signed  copy  of  the  notice. 

Following  the  staff  articles  meeting  (2-3 :30pm),  Charles  and  Jeff  had  a  lengthy 
conversation  in  Jeff  s  office. 

At  about  6pm,  Jeff  came  to  my  office,  noted  that  Charles  had  had  me  “in  tow,”  and  asked 
if  I  “had  the  same  level  of  enthusiasm”  as  Charles  did  about  the  message  we  had  delivered.  I  told 
him  1  wouldn’t  characterize  either  of  us  as  enthusiastic,  but  we  were  in  agreement. 
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D00307 


We  welcome  constructive  and  productive  contributions  from  you,  but  behavior  by  you  that  we 
consider  destructive  and  counterproductive  will  no  longer  be  tolerated.  Your  continued 
interruption  at  our  retreat,  after  you  were  instructed  to  hold  your  questions  and  comments  until 
the  discussion  segment  of  the  agenda,  is  an  example  of  what  we  mean.  The  continuation  of  such 
behavior  on  your  part,  in  the  office  or  at  any  work-related  activity,  will  not  be  tolerated. 

This  notice  is  to  be  treated  as  confidential. 
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From:  Charles  Harris,  Steve  Benka  (Charles  Harris)  (Charles  Harris) 

To:  JSCHMIDT 

Date:  12/2/97  12:30pm 

Subject:  rescindment 

As  agreed  in  the  last  staff  meeting,  our  mutual  acceptance  of  a  code  of  behavior  supersedes  any 
outstanding  verbal  or  written  reprimand  to  you  or  any  member  of  the  staff  for  any  perceived 
violation  of  this  code.  Onward  and  upward! 
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January  28,  1998 


56 


At  about  6:30  pm  I  saw  Jeff  and  Toni  in  Toni's  office  with  the  door  closed.  Recalling  the 
counsel  of  Human  Resources,  I  opened  the  door,  went  in,  asked  what  aspect  of  their  work  they 
were  discussing,  and  offered  to  join  in.  They  were  obviously  startled,  but  Toni  said  they  were 
talking  about  Monica  Lewinsky  and  an  article  about  her  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  that  Jeff  had 
brought  in,  and  also  about  the  how  to  manage  the  400  pages  of  tables  that  were  being  generated 
for  the  special  issue. 

So  we  chatted  for  a  few  minutes  about  the  White  House  situation.  As  for  the  tables,  I  said 
we  needed  to  identify  the  material  in  this  first  step.  Pulling  it  all  together  would  come  later. 

"Let's  get  this  work  done  first." 

At  one  point  during  this  Lewinsky/special  issue  discussion,  Toni  spoke  into  the  phone, 
telling  Jean  that  she  would  call  her  back  later.  It  was  only  then  I  realized  Jean  had  been  part  of 
the  closed-door  discussion  before  I  entered. 

I  then  steered  the  talk  back  to  work,  asking  Jeff  about  his  articles.  Toni  turned  back  to 
her  work  on  the  special  issue,  and  I  suggested  to  Jeff  that  we  leave  Toni  in  peace.  Back  by  my 
office,  Jeff  told  me  he  had  given  both  of  his  March  articles  to  Paul  today,  and  should  have  them 
back  by  4  February.  We  also  discussed  the  Ramaty  and  deKee  articles,  and  I  made  some  changes 
to  the  April  and  June  lineups,  which  Jeff  was  happy  with.  Jeff  then  went  back  to  his  office. 

A  few  minutes  later,  I  walked  by  his  office  and  saw  him  on  the  phone.  I  thought  about 
that  while  in  the  bathroom.  Since  the  March  articles  were  in-house  at  the  moment,  and  both 
deKee  and  Ramaty  were  unlikely  to  be  in  their  offices  in  the  Eastern  time  zone,  I  was  curious 
which  of  his  authors  he  was  talking  with.  So  I  opened  his  door  and  asked. 

He  said  it  wasn't  an  author,  but  "one  of  my  coworkers."  Again  I  offered  to  join  the 
conversation,  having  assumed  it  was  work-related.  Jeff  spoke  into  the  phone,  asking  Toni  if  she 
heard  that.  I  expressed  surprise  that  they  needed  to  discuss  work  by  phone,  and  invited  Toni 
down  the  hall.  There  was  some  delay  before  she  arrived  (saying  goddbye  to  Jean?)  and  I  let  Jeff 
steer  me  out  of  his  office  into  the  open  area. 

I  asked  what  the  topic  of  conversation  was  that  they  felt  I  needed  to  be  excluded  from. 
They  were  not  forthcoming.  I  said  that  closed-door  meetings  such  as  I  had  just  seen  made  me 
uncomfortable,  that  we  didn't  want  a  repeat  of  "what  happened  last  year,"  which  involved  a  lot  of 
such  "clandestine"  gatherings.  I  said  I  failed  to  understand  what  work-related  topics  couldn't  be 
discussed  openly,  to  the  point  of  needing  an  office-to-office  phone  call.  "Do  you  think  I  shouldn't 
know,  or  don't  have  the  right  to  know  what's  going  on  in  the  office?"  Jeff  said  he  didn't  know  if  I 
had  the  right  or  not.  I  assured  him  I  did.  Toni  said  she  wanted  the  Q&As  reinstated. 

Toni  said,  "Let's  assume  that  we  all  know  what  you  mean  by  'what  happened  last  year.1  I 
want  you  to  know  that  I'm  really  not  interested  in  the  politics  around  here.  I  spend  all  my  time 
working,  it's  all  I  can  do  to  keep  up  with  that."  I  assured  her  that  I  knew  how  hard  she  worked, 
and  reminded  her  that  I've  told  her  many  times  how  happy  I  am  with  her  work. 

Jeff  wondered  if  everyone  was  being  "monitored"  the  same  way  [that  I  was  presumably 
monitoring  him],  and  Toni  said  she  didn't  like  being  subjected  to  such  "surveillance."  Jeff  asked 
several  times  if  Charles  "approved"  of  w'hat  I  was  doing.  I  told  him  to  ask  Charles.  There 
followed  many  examples  of  closed-door  sessions  (e.g.  me  and  Charles,  Gloria  and  me,  etc.)  and  of 
personal  phone  calls.  I  pointed  out  that  in  most  cases,  a  manager  or  supervisor  was  involved.  I 
made  it  clear  that  I  was  addressing  the  behavior  I  had  just  seen,  and  repeated  that  it  made  me 
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uncomfortable  because  of  last  year’s  events.  I  then  turned  to  Jeff  and  addressed  him  directly, 
saying  "I  hadn’t  noticed  such  closed  door  meetings  lately.  It  hadn't  really  been  a  problem.  Until 
today,  Jeff." 

Jeff  then  began  peppering  me  with  questions:  Is  this  a  new  policy?  Shouldn't  it  be  given 
to  everyone?  Does  Charles  approve  of  this?  and  so  on.  I  began  to  get  flustered,  emphasized  that 
my  point  about  their  gathering  had  been  made,  and  walked  away.  Jeffs  parting  shot  was  "I  think 
it  should  be  a  general  policy."  I  answered  with,  "I  know  that  you  do,  Jeff.  Thank  you." 
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(Notes  of  Steve  Benka:  March  31,  1998) 

Warren  had  a  conversation  with  Jeff  last  Wednesday,  March  5,  1998,  in  which  Warren  his  sense 
that  the  decade  was  not  well  balanced.  Warren  told  Jeff  that  he  (Warren)  had  gone  through  Jeff’s 
decade,  tightened  it  up  editorially  and  freed  about  two  full  pages.  Jeff  told  Warren  that  all  he 
(Jeff)  wanted  from  Warren  was  excerpts  on  two  items,  the  Astin  case  and  the  Fort  Monmouth 
case.  No  other  input  from  Warren  was  wanted.  So  Warren  quit.  On  Thursday,  Warren  put 
together  a  package  that  included  his  shortened  versions  of  Jeffs  excerpts,  and  the  following  note, 
and  sent  it  overnight  FedEx  to  Jeff,  who  would  have  received  it  Friday  morning,  March  27,  1998. 

Jeff: 

I  set  out  to  propose  alterations  to  your  layout,  seeing  what  in  my  view  was  an  imbalance  and  an 
expenditure  of  space  on  material  of  secondary  value.  In  response  to  your  insistance  that  I  give 
you  only  the  Astin  and  Fort  Monmouth  segments,  of  course,  I  stopped.  Here  are  Astin  and 
Monmouth  plus  related  stuff;  Included  with  the  Monmouth  extracts  are  several  other 
security/loyalty  linked  items  that,  if  you  want  the  sense  of  what  the  times’  concerns  were,  ought 
to  go  with  the  Fort  Monmouth  material,  including  the  exchange  of  letters  on  the  Klaus  Fuchs 
arrest,  the  warning  to  scientists  from  Spitzer,  Einstein  and  others  about  responses  to  Federal 
investigators,  and  the  visa-related  material  you  had  with  Oppenheimer.  As  I  said,  half  a  page  for 
Oppenheimer,  rather  than  a  page  and  a  half  seems  enough;  we’re  not  reporting  the  story,  simply 
recalling  it.  Dropping  some  of  that  and  some  of  the  display  material  you  employed  gives  us  as 
much  as  two  solid  pages  to  fill.  I  was  going  to  suggest  material  for  that  but,  in  light  of  the 
specifity  of  your  request  to  me,  here’s  my  input. 


w 
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From: 

Warren  Komberg 

To: 

sbenka 

Date: 

3/31/98  1:18pm 

Subject: 

ad  discussed 

Jeff: 

I  set  out  to  propose  alterations  to  your  layout,  seeing  what  in  my  view  was  an  imbalance  and  an 
expenditure  of  space  on  material  of  secondary  value.  In  response  to  your  insistance  that  I  give 
you  only  the  Astin  and  Fort  Monmouth  segments,  of  course,  I  stopped.  Here  are  Astin  and 
Monmouth  plus  related  stuff;  Included  with  the  Monmouth  extracts  are  several  other 
security/loyalty  linked  items  that,  if  you  want  the  sense  of  what  the  times’  concerns  were,  ought 
to  go  with  the  Fort  Monmouth  material,  including  the  exchange  of  letters  on  the  Klaus  Fuchs 
arrest,  the  warning  to  scientists  from  Spitzer,  Einstein  and  others  about  responses  to  Federal 
investigators,  and  the  visa-related  material  you  had  with  Oppenheimer.  As  I  said,  half  a  page  for 
Oppenheimer,  rather  than  a  page  and  a  half  seems  enough;  we’re  not  reporting  the  story,  simply 
recalling  it.  Dropping  some  of  that  and  some  of  the  display  material  you  employed  gives  us  as 
much  as  two  solid  pages  to  fill.  I  was  going  to  suggest  material  for  that  but,  in  light  of  the 
specifity  of  your  request  to  me,  here’s  my  input. 


w 
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Physicists  in  Medicine 

American  Vacuum  Society 
American  Geophysical  Union 


D00429 


recycled  paper 


15  November  1996 


Proposals  for  discussion  at  Physics  Today  retreat 


The  following  proposed  agenda  items  are  in  the  spirit 
of  Steve's  invitation  to  put  our  concerns  "on  the  table.” 
This  list  was  put  together  by  some  of  the  staff,  based  on 
discussions  among  staff  members.  The  theme  of  these 
proposals  derives  from  the  main  points  raised  by  the  Physics 
Today  advisory  committee:  openness,  staff  empowerment  and 
editorial  efficiency.  The  proposals  address  issues  that  are 
very  important  to  at  least  some  of  the  staff,  and  they  are 
intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  discussion.  Each  proposal 
is  subject  to  adoption,  modification  or  rejection  during  the 
retreat.  PLEASE  ADD  TO  THE  LIST. 


1.  Agreement  that  we  want  to  keep  all  the  present  staff 
members . 

--  Security  is  a  prerequisite  for  speaking  freely, 
sharing  ideas  and  experimentation. 


2.  Openness. 

--  Recognize  that  all  staff  members  are  legitimately 
concerned  about  all  aspects  of  the  magazine  --  both 
content  and  process. 

--  Proposed  changes  in  magazine's  content  or  process 
should  be  announced  to  the  staff  and  discussed. 

--  Make  letters  to  the  editor  available  to  all  staff. 


3.  Volunteer  reporters  --  a  staff -based  information 
system. 

--  Reporter  gathers  and  disseminates  information  on 
progress  toward  agreed-upon  goals.  Not  intended  to 
replace  management's  information  system.  (Example: 
reporting  on  progress  toward  hiring  someone  to 
categorize  books.) 


4  . 


Problem  resolution:  Editorial 

--  Editorial  judgment:  Burden 

--  In  disputes,  staff  members 
others  on  staff. 


and  other. 

of  proof  on  critic. 

are  encouraged  to  consult 
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5.  Distribute  work  according  to  staff  interest. 

--  Adjust  job  descriptions  of  yet- to-be-hired  editorial 
and  secretarial  staff  members  based  on  current  staff 
interests. 

6.  Physics  Today  management  should  act  in  a  way  that  leads 
staff  to  see  them  as  their  advocates  rather  than  as  the 
local  representatives  of  higher  management. 

--  Advocates  in  editorial  controversies. 

--  Advocates  in  annual  reviews. 

7.  Voluntary  staff  participation  in  hiring. 

--  Participate  in  writing  job  advertisements. 

--  Examine  resumes. 

--  Talk  to  candidates. 

--  Offer  recommendations. 

8.  Take  affirmative  action  to  increase  diversity  of  Physics 
Today  staff. 

9.  Allow  staff  to  solicit  outlines  for  articles. 

10.  No  need  for  detailed  schedules. 

(Distribution:  All  PT  staff  and  managers.) 
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INTER  -  OFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


July  1 1,  1996 


TO: 

FROM: 


Theresa  C.  Brauru 

i 

Melinda  Underwood 


SUBJECT:  Affirmative  Action-- 1 995 


Below  are  the  area  in  which  AIP  had  underutilization  in  1995: 


Senior  Managers 
Senior  Professionals 
Other  Professionals 


Female  and  Minority  Underutilization 
Female  Underutilization 
Minority  Underutilization 


Let  me  know  if  you  want  to  develop  a  narrative  discussion  of  goals  for  the  Affirmative 
Action  Plan  for  1 996- 1 997. 
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The  American  Institute  of  Physics-Discussion  of  Goals  (1995) 


After  analyzing  our  Affirmative  Action  plan  and  looking  at  the  utilization  analysis,  it  has  come  to 
the  attention  of  the  American  Institute  of  Physics  (AIP)  that  underutilization  of  minorities  and 
females  exist  in  the  following  job  group: 

Senior  Managers  (101)  Female  and  Minority 
Sr.  Professionals  (201)  Female 
Other  Professionals  (202)  Minority 

The  American  Institute  of  Physics  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  equal  opportunity 
employer.  Our  goals  for  increasing  utilization  of  the  above  groups  will  include: 

►  Broadening  the  scope  of  our  recruiting  efforts.  This  will  include  expanding  our  recruiting 
outlets  and  resources  such  as  utilizing  the  Internet,  Department  of  Labor,  and  community 
resources  for  job  postings. 

►  Exploring  diversity  training  and  continue  to  monitor  hiring  process.  AIP  is  looking  into 
offering  diversity  training  for  hiring  managers  and  supervisors. 

►  Examining  and  identifying  internal  candidates  for  open  positions  and  career  development. 
This  will  include  continuing  cross  job  training,  development  of  skills,  and  promotion  of 
existing  tuition  reimbursement  program. 
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RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 

A .  Executive  Management  Responsibility 

As  the  representative  of  executive  management,  the  EEO 
Coordinator  has  primary  responsibility  and  accountability  for 
implementing,  directing  and  monitoring  this  Affirmative  Action 
Plan . 


1.  Implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs  set 
forth  in  this  Plan,  including  the  development  of 
policy  statements  and  related  internal  and 
external  communication  procedures  to  disseminate 
those  policy  statements. 

2.  Developing  and  supervising  the  presentation  of 
our  equal  employment  opportunity  policy  during 
the  supervisory  training  and  new  employee 
orientation  programs,  which  may  include  question- 
and-answer  sessions  for  supervisors  and  employees 
answering  their  questions  about  this  Affirmative 
Action  Plan. 

3.  Designing  and  implementing  an  audit  and  reporting 
system  that  will  accomplish  the  following: 

(i)  Measure  the  effectiveness  of  our  affir¬ 
mative  action  programs. 

(ii)  Indicate  when  remedial  action  is 
needed. 

(iii)  Determine  the  degree  to  which  our  goals 
and  objectives  have  been  attained. 

4 .  Advising  management  and  supervisory  personnel  on 
developments  in  the  laws  and  regulations  govern¬ 
ing  equal  employment  opportunity. 

5.  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and  all 
enforcement  agencies. 

6.  Identifying  problem  areas  and  establishing  goals 
and  objectives  to  remedy  underutilization  in 
major  job  groups,  if  any  underutilization  exists. 

7.  Conferring  with  community  organizations  repre¬ 
senting  women,  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled 
and  older  workers. 
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8.  Auditing  periodically  our  on-the-job  training, 
hiring  and  promotion  patterns  to  remove  impedi¬ 
ments  to  attainment-  of  the  Company's  goals  and 
obj  ectives . 

9.  Rating  supervisory  employees  based,  in  part,  upon 
their  efforts  and  success  in  furthering ' the  goal 
of  equal  employment  opportunity,  and  informing 
supervisory  employees  of  this  evaluation 
practice. 

10.  Discussing  periodically  the  Company' s  commitment 

to  equal  employment  opportunity  with  managers, 
supervisors,  and  employees.  During  these 

discussions,  the....EEO.  Coordinator  will  stress  the 
importance  of  affirmative  action,  as  well  as 
nondiscrimination. 

11.  Reviewing  the  qualifications  of  all  employees  to 
insure  that  minorities  and  women  are  given  full 
opportunities  for  transfers,  promotions  and 
training . 

12.  Providing  access  to  career  counseling  ’for  all 
employees  . 

13.  Conducting  periodic  audits  to  ensure  that  the 
Company  is  in  compliance  with  federal  and  state 


laws  and 

regulations  requiring: 

(i) 

Proper  display  of  posters  explaining 
the  Company's  obligation  to  engage  in 
nondiscriminatory  employment  practices. 

(ii)  . 

Integration  of  all  facilities  which  we 
maintain  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  our 
employees . 

(iii) 

Maintenance  of  comparable  facilities, 
including  locker  rooms  and  rest  rooms, 
for  employees  of  both  sexes. 

(iv) 

Providing  full  opportunity  for 
advancement  and  encouraging  minority 
and  female  employees  to  participate  in 
educational,  training,  recreational  and 
social  activities  sponsored  by  the 
Company . 

Counseling  supervisors  and  managers  to  take 
actions  necessary  to  prevent  harassment  of 
employees  placed  through  affirmative  action 
efforts  and  to  eliminate  the  cause  of  such 
complaints.  Further,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will 
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counsel  supervisors  and  managers  not  to  tolerate 
discriminatory  treatment  of  any  employee  by 
another  employee  or  supervisor  and  to  report  all 
complaints  or  incidents  to  him. 

15.  Establishing  an  internal  complaint  system  that 
will  enable  employees  to  discuss  complaints  with 
the  EEO  Coordinator  whenever  they  feel  that  they 
are  being  discriminated  against  on  the  basis  of 
race,  color,  religion,  sex,  national  origin, 
disability  or  veterans'  status. 

16.  Serving  as  liaison  between  the  Company  and 
community  organizations  representing  minorities, 
women,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  older  workers. 

17.  Developing  expertise  and  knowledge  of  equal 
employment  opportunity  guidelines  and  regulations 
in  order  to  advise  and  update  top  management  and 
supervisory  personnel  concerning  developments 
affecting  our  equal  employment  opportunity 
program . 

B .  The  Responsibilities  of  Supervisors  and  Managers 

All  supervisors  and  managers  must  share  in  the  day  to 
day  responsibility  for  implementing  the  affirmative  action  programs 
set  forth  in  this  plan.  Specifically,  they  must  endeavor  to: 

1.  Respond  to  inquiries  about  our  Affirmative  Action 
and  Equal  Employment  Policy,  after  consulting  • 
with  our  EEO  Coordinator. 

2.  Assist  our  EEO  Coordinator  during  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  allegations  of  discrimination. 

3.  Participate  in  recruitment  and  accommodation 
efforts  designed  to  enable  disabled  individuals, 
disabled  veterans  and  others  to  secure  employment 
and  to  advance  to  positions  for  which  they  are 
qualified . 

4.  Ensure  that  all  federal  and  state  posters 
explaining  the  laws  prohibiting  discrimination 
are  properly  displayed. 

5.  Participate  in  the  development  and  implementation 
of  affirmative  action  programs. 
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DISSEMINATION  OF  EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  POLICY 


I .  Internal  Dissemination 

The  Company  will  take  the  following  actions  to 
disseminate  its  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment:  Policy,  as 
appropriate,  on  a  regular  and  continuing  basis. 

A.  Including  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  Policy  statement  in  its  policy  manual  and 
employee  handbook,  as  published.  A  copy  of  our  EEO  Policy,  which 
is  contained  in  our  Employee  Handbook,  is  attached  at  the  end  of 
this  section. 


B.  Meeting  with  supervisory  personnel  to  explain  the 
intent  of  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Policy  and 
their  individual  responsibilities  for  its  implementation.  We 
conducted  supervisory  training  for  all  management  about  equal 
employment  opportunity,  affirmative  action  and  sexual  harassment 
during  Plan  Year  1995  and  have  continued  the  training  into  Plan 
Year  1996.  We  have  attached  information  relating  to  our 
supervisory  training  at  the  end  of  this  section. 

C.  Scheduling  special  meetings  with  employees  or 
using  Company  newsletters  to  discuss  and  explain  individual 
employee  responsibilities  or  opportunities  under  the  affirmation 
action  program.  During  the  current  plan  year  we  will  be  conducting 
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tra-i-ning  for  all  employees  about  our  affirmative  action  program  and 
equal  employment  opportunity  in  the  workplace. 


D.  Discussing  our  equal  employment  policy  during  any 
orientation  programs  we  hold,  at  which  time  all  new  employees  (and 
if  applicable,  transferred  and  promoted  employees)  will  be  advised 
of  our  commitment  to  affirmative  action  and  equal  employment  oppor¬ 
tunity.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively  supporting  the 
employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and  women  will  be 
explained  during  these  sessions.  During  these  orientation  sessions 
a  management  representative  from  various  areas  of  the  Company, 
including  Human  Resources,  explains  the  function  of  their 
department.  Our  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Policy  statement  and  policy  statements  affirmatively 
supporting  the  employment  of  minorities,  veterans,  the  disabled  and 
women  are  explained  during  these  sessions.  We  have  attached  at  the 
end  of  this  section  an  "Overview  of  New  Employee  Orientation 
Process",  which  includes  a  copy  of  our  "New  Employee  Checklist," 
and  addresses  equal  employment  opportunity  and  affirmative  action 
in  the  workplace. 


E.  Posting  the  Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employ¬ 
ment  Policy,  along  with  all  required  State  and  federal  informa¬ 
tional  posters,  on  our  bulletin  boards,  and  updating  such  posters 
as  required.  Our  "Affirmative  Action  and  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Policy  Statement",  "Invitation  to  Vietnam  Era  and 
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IDENTIFICATION  OF  PROBLEM  AREAS  (DEFICIENCIES) 

BY  ORGANIZATIONAL  UNIT- AND  BY  JOB  GROUP 

I  .  UNDERUTILIZATION 

The  EEO  Coordinator  conducted  a  Utilization  Analysis 
for  the  1996  Plan  Year  in  which  she  compared  the  workforce 
representation  of  minorities  and  females  to  their  statistical 
availability  by  job  group.  The  Utilization  Analysis  led  the 
Company  to  identify  the  following  areas  of  underutilization: 

Females  are  statistically  underutilized  in  job 
groups  101.  (Senior  Managers)  and  201  (Senior 
Professionals)  . 

Minorities  are  statistically  underutilized  in  Job 
Group  202  (Other  Professionals  Technicians) . 

The  Company  is  addressing  these  potential  problem  areas 
by  establishing  goals  which  we  will  attempt  to  achieve  through 
specific  action  oriented  programs,  which  are  described  in  the 
section  of  this  plan  entitled  "Action  Oriented  Programs.  Our 
Utilization  Analysis  and  Goals  are  contained  behind  the  tabs,  so 
named,  in  this  affirmative  action  plan. 

II .  ADVERSE  IMPACT 

To  determine  if  our  selection  procedures  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minorities  and  females  during  the  first  six 
months  of  our  1996  Plan  Year,  we  conducted  an  adverse  impact 
analysis  upon  our  selection  decisions.  We  compared  the  selection 
ratios  of  minorities  and  females  to  those  of  non-minorities  and 
males,  respectively,  in  the  areas  of  hiring,  promotion  and 
termination.  Through  this  analysis  we  discovered  no  areas  for 
this  time  period  of  statistically  significant  adverse  impact. 

As  a  result  of  our  adverse  impact  analysis,  we  examined 
each  of  the  selection  decisions  that  occurred  in  job  groups . where 
adverse  impact  was  discovered  as  described  in  the  Action  Oriented 
Programs  section  of  our  plan.  Furthermore,  a  full  impact  ratio 
analysis  of  our  selection  decisions  and  a  narrative  discussion  of 
the  legitimate  business  reasons  supporting  our  decisions  is  found 
behind  the  "Jaar  Analysis,  Impact  Ratio  Analysis  and  Placement 
Analysis"  tab. 

III.  IN  GENERAL 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  EEO  Coordinator  will,  on 
an  annual  basis,  as  applicable,  identify  potential  problem  areas 
in  the  total  employment  process,  which  may  include  review  of  the 
following  areas : 

A.  Composition  of  the  workforce  by  minority  group  status 

and  sex. 
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B.  Composition  of  applicant  flow  by  minority  group  status 
and  sex. 

C.  Overall  employee  selection  process  including  position 
specifications,  application  forms,  interviewing 
procedures,  test  administration,  test  validity, 
referral  procedures,  final  selection  process ,  and  other 
employee  selection  procedures. 

D.  New  hires,  promotions,  terminations,  etc. 

E.  Utilization  of  training,  recreation  and  social  events 
and  other  programs  that  are  sponsored  by  the  Company. 


F.  Technical  phases  of  compliance  with  laws  prohibiting 
discrimination  in  employment  and  promoting  affirmative 
action  programs,  e.g.,  retention  of  applications, 
notifications  to  subcontractors,  etc. 

G.  "Underutilization"  of  minorities  or  women  in  specific 
job  groups. 

H.  Lateral  or  vertical  movement  of  minority  or  female 
employees  occurring  at  a  lesser  rate  than  that  of  non¬ 
minority  or  male  employees. 

I.  The  selection  process  eliminating  a  significantly 
higher  percentage  of  minorities  or  women  than  non¬ 
minorities  or  men. 

J.  Application  and  other  preemployment  evaluation  forms  or 
procedures  not  in  compliance  with  federal  or  state  law. 

K.  Position  descriptions  inaccurate  in  relation  to  actual 
functions  and  duties  of  that  particular  job. 

L.  De  facto  segregation,  by  race  or  sex,  existing  in  job 
titles  or  job  groups. 

M.  Seniority  provisions  contributing  to  overt  or 
inadvertent  discrimination  by  minority  group  status  or 
sex. 

N.  Non-support  of  our  affirmative  action  and  equal 
employment  programs  and  policies  by  managers, 
supervisors  or  employees. 

O.  Minorities  or  women  significantly  underrepresented  in 
training  or  career  improvement  programs. 

P.  Lack  of  formal  techniques  for  evaluating  effectiveness 
of  the  programs  set  forth  in  this  Plan. 
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?  Stephen  Benka  -  Rahman  manuscript  Page  1 t 


From: 

Jeff  Schmidt 

To: 

SBENKA 

Date: 

Tue,  May  9,  2000  9:47  PM 

Subject: 

Rahman  manuscript 

Steve  - 

That's  good  news  that  the  Rahman  manuscript  arrived.  I  looked  it  over  and  think  it  is  ready  for  external 
review. 

I  hope  the  review  is  quick,  because  1  have  run  out  of  articles  to  edit  and  I  wish  to  meet  my  annua!  editing 
goal.  - - - — — — - — - - 

I  think  the  first  figure  in  Rahman's  article  should  be  an  image  produced  by  a  superconducting  detector. 


-  Jeff 


CC:  tgary,  jschmidt 
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Fromx 

To* 

Data* 

Subject: 


Susan  Funk 

SBENKA,  JBARKER,  GCOLLINS,  PELLIOT,  TFEDER ,  CHARRI . . . 
18  Sep  1997  (Thu)  13:29 
Additional  Agenda  items... 


I  have  been  asked  to  e-mail  this  to  all  of  you. 


--  Susan 

Here  are  some  critical  topics  we  would  like  to  see  on  the  agenda  for  next  week's 
Content  Retreat. 

(1)  Revised  editorial  structure:  implementation  of  the  long-deferred  editorial  board 
to  increase  staff’s  participation  in  editorial  function  and  decision  making. 

While  some  may  regard  this  as  "process"  and  not  a  valid  part  of  this  "content" 
retreat,  this  step  is  essential  for  any  meaningful  changes  in  content  to  be 
successfully  implemented.  PT  has  a  highly  talented  staff  that  is  frustrated  by  the 
current  structure,  which  prevents  the  staff  from  making  a  significant  and  ongoing 
contribution  to  enhancing  the  magazine's  quality.  Implementing  the  editorial  board  is 
the  best  way  to  make  the  magazine's  content  more  timely,  lively,  and 
interdisciplinary . 

All  the  editorial  staff  should  be  part  of  the  editorial  board. 

(2)  Revised  outlook:  an  outlook  that  is  more  independent,  more  daring,  more 
thought-provoking,  more  representative  of  diverse  views  in  the  physics  community,  more 
appealing  to  younger  readers,  more  responsive  overall  not  just  to  our  current  readers 
but  to  the  additional  readers  we  would  like  to  have,  more  competitive. 

(3)  Added  functions:  to  provide  a  forum  for  debate,  to  discuss  openly  issues  relevant 
to  the  physics  community  (including  controversial  or  contentious  ones),  to  underscore 
the  social  context  and  relevance  of  physics. 

(4)  Added  department:  creation  of  "reader  viewpoint"  feature  in  which  PT  publishes 
reader  responses  to  questions  formulated  by  the  staff. 

How  this  would  work:  In  one  issue  we  publish  the  topic  on  which  we  want  readers  to 
give  their  opinions.  In  a  later  issue,  we  publish  a  representative  sampling  of  those 
opinions.  Such  a  feature  would  create  a  lot  of  reader  interest  and  could  play  a 
valuable  role  in  the  society  of  physicists.  Our  topics  and  the  subsequent  opinions 
could  become  the  talk  of  physics  coffee  rooms  and  pre-colloquium  gatherings. 

(5)  Revised  departments:  discontinue  reporting  of  awards  and  job  changes. 

The  undersigned  believe  that  it  is  essential  that  these  topics  be  discussed  at  the 
content  retreat. 

Judy  Barker,  Graham  P.  Collins,  Chas  Day,  Paul  Elliott,  Toni  Feder,  Jean  Kumagai, 
Elliot  Plotkin,  Jeff  Schmidt. 
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16  March  1998 


Dear  Graham, 

At  the  Physics  Today  staff  meeting  on  3  March,  the 
editor  announced  your  upcoming  departure  and  called  it 
simply  "the  big  news."  We  found  that  characterization 
offensively  neutral.  The  resignation  of  a  dedicated,  long¬ 
time  staff  member  is  not  just  "news";  it  is  a  huge  loss  for 
both  the  staff  and  the  readers  of  the  magazine,  and  it  is  a 
failure  on  the  part  of  the  magazine.  We  are  extremely  sorry 
you  are  leaving  Physics  Today. 

The  fact  that  those  in  charge  are  not  encouraging  you 
to  reconsider  is  consistent  with  their  behavior  toward  you 
over  the  months,  and  it  leads  us  to  believe  that  they  are 
not  100%  unhappy  about  your  resignation.  We  think  they  are 
fully  aware  and  appreciative  of  your  extraordinary 
dedication  and  hard  work.  But  we'  think  they  nevertheless 
have  mixed  feelings  about  your  presence  on  the  Physics  Today 
staff  because  you  have  been  an  outspoken  voice  for  change  at 
the  magazine.  We  share  your  frustration  over  management's 
continued  resistance  to  badly  needed  improvements,  and  so  we 
find  your  decision  to  resign  quite  understandable. 
Nevertheless,  we  are  sorry  to  lose  you. 

Of  course,  driving  away  people  who  point  out  problems 
will  make  for  a  seemingly  smoother  operation.  But  such 
maintenance  of  appearances  comes  at  a  very  high  price, 
because  problems  that  are  not  clearly  exposed  cannot  be 
adequately  addressed  or  corrected.  We  have  all  seen  this  in 
the  grossly  mismanaged  effort  to  prepare  the  50th 
anniversary  issue  of  the  magazine.  After  each  of  the  many 
meetings  that  we  have  had  on  this  special  issue  --  meetings 
at  which  staff  suggestions  have  been  routinely  ignored  and 
important  decisions  routinely  deferred  --  staff  members  have 
whispered  to  each  other  privately,  in  the  strongest  possible 
terms,  about  the  absurd  amount  of  time  and  money  being 
wasted.  Nearly  everyone  agrees  that  the  effort  is  being 
grossly  mismanaged,  but  because  no  one  has  felt  safe  enough 
to  bring  the  matter  out  into  the  open  at  a  meeting,  there 
has  been  no  real  discussion  of  how  the  effort  could  be 
better  organized  and  executed.  And  so  after  all  this  time 
the  managers  have  done  nothing  to  improve  the  way  it  is 
being  managed. 

During  the  past  year,  Physics  Today  management  has 
moved  toward  a  more  repressive  work  environment  and  toward  a 
love-it-or-leave-it  policy.  As  you  know  all  too  well,  there 
is  now  much  less  pretense  that  "improve  it"  is  a  realistic 
option.  Management  has  become  suspicious  of  anything  that 
could  lead  to  change,  and  they  act  against  it  no  matter  what 
the  cost  to  morale  or  to  the  readers  and  the  physics 
community.  Take,  for  example,  Steve  Benka's  recent  order 
forbidding  private  conversations  between  staff  members  at 
work  and  declaring  that  all  conversations  between  staff 
members  must  be  open  to.  management  supervision.  Although 
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Charles  Harris  later  told  someone  on  the  staff  that  this 
totalitarian  measure  would  not  be  enforced,  it  has  not  been 
officially  retracted,  and  so  the  chill  remains. 

Almost  four  months  ago  the  Physics  Today  advisory 
committee  warned  that  "PT  could  experience  severe  losses  in 
its  editorial  staff  if  morale  issues  are  not  being  addressed 
or  are  being  addressed  in  a  cursory  manner.  This  issue 
needs  continued  and  heightened  attention  from  management." 
Physics  Today  management  chose  to  ignore  this  warning,  and 
now  with  your  departure  we  are  suffering  the  predicted 
consequence.  (The  magazine's  loss  of  Susan  Funk,  who 
quietly  cleaned  out  her  desk  on  Friday  6  March  and  never 
came  back,  was  also  the  result  of  frustration,  we  think, 
with  the  impediments  to  fashioning  her  editorial  assistant 
position  into  something  more  than  a  dead-end  job.) 

Those  in  charge  should  not  forget  that  Physics  Today  is 
a  trust  of  the  physics  community.  To  needlessly  lose 
dedicated  and  experienced  staff  members,  especially  those 
who  make  the  extra  effort  to  improve  the  magazine  and  the 
workplace,  is  to  squander  the  physics  community's  valuable 
resources. 

We  hope  some  way  will  be  found  to  keep  you  at  Physics 
Today,  although  we  realize  that  this  is  unlikely  to  happen. 
We  have  been  fortunate  to  have  you  as  a  colleague,  and  we 
gained  much  from  your  honesty  and  insight.  We  hope  you  keep 
up  the  spirit  in  whatever  you  do. 


From: 

Stephen  Benka 

To: 

jeff 

Date: 

12/1/97  11:34am 

Subject: 

Priorities 

Jeff, 

I  received  your  note  of  26  November.  Susan  is  the  Assistant  to  the  Editor,  which  is  a  full  time 
job.  Charles,  myself,  and  other  editors  all  handle  our  own  correspondence.  I  suggest  you  try 
doing  the  same. 

—Steve 

CC:  sfunk,  charris,  sbenka 


From:  Susan  Funk 

To:  SBENKA 

Date:  12/1/97  1 1 :40am 

Subject:  Priorities  -Reply 


Steve,  Thank  you  for  your  vote  of  confidence!  But,  may  I  suggest  that  you  say  something  to 
Rita  because  JefT  left  her  the  folder  with  the  letters  to  "hold  on  to."  She  asked  me  if  I  knew 
anything  about  it,  but  it  seems  she's  now  burdened  with  that  project.  I  think  if  you  or  Charles 
handle  this  situation  it  would  be  a  big  stressTeliever  for  all. 

Susan 


From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  rita 

Date:  12/1/97  1 1 :44am 

Subject:  Priorities  -Forwarded 

Rita, 

This  is  a  message  I  just  sent  to  Jeff,  with  copies  to  Susan  and  Charles.  I  should  have  copied  you 
as  well.  Please  let  me  know  if  Jeff  approaches  you  with  this  task.  Thanks. 


—Steve 


From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  MUNDERWO 

Date:  1/9/97  12:23pm 

Subject:  Affirmative  Action 


Melinda, 

affirm.  1  went  to  APS's  Committee  on  minorities.  I  spoke  to  Modeste  first. 
affirm.2  was  sent  without  prior  phone  contact,  though  I  tried. 
affirm.2  was  sent  after  talking  with  Mtingwa. 


--Steve 

- AFFIRM.  1 - 

From: 

Stephen  Benka 

To: 

APS. MODESTE 

Date: 

11/26/96  9:37am 

Subject: 

Ad  from  Physics  Today 

EDITORIAL  OPENING  AT  PHYSICS  TODAY 

PHYSICS  TODAY  is  seeking  to  fill  a  midlevel  editorial  position.  The  principal — but  not 
exclusive — responsibility  of  the  new  staff  member  will  be  to  edit  feature  articles  on  a  broad  range 
of  physics-related  technical  and  nontechnical  subjects.  The  job  will  involve  extensive  contact  with 
the  physics  community  and  with  the  in-house  staff  to  produce  a  quality-driven,  deadline-bound 
monthly  magazine.  An  applicant  should  have  a  degree  in  physics,  and  editorial  experience  is 
desirable.  Send  your  resume  and  an  informative  cover  letter  to 

Alice  Robinson 

Human  Resources 

American  Institute  of  Physics 

One  Physics  Ellipse 

College  Park,  Maryland  20740-3843 

- AFFIRM.2 - 

From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  ACPGate("emst@compsci.  cas.vanderbilt.edu") 

Date:  1 1/26/96  10:24am 

Subject:  Ad  from  Physics  Today 

Dear  David  Ernst, 

If  possible,  can  you  distribute  the  following  ad  to  the  National  Society  of  Hispanic  Physicists,  and 
to  other  appropriate  organizations?  Thank  you  very  much. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen  G.  Benka,  Editor,  Physics  Today 
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EDITORIAL  OPENING  AT  PHYSICS  TODAY 


PHYSICS  TODAY  is  seeking  to  fill  a  midlevel  editorial  position.  The  principal — but  not 
exclusive — responsibility  of  the  new  staff  member  will  be  to  edit  feature  articles  on  a  broad  range 
of  physics-related  technical  and  nontechnical  subjects.  The  job  will  involve  extensive  contact  with 
the  physics  community  and  with  the  in-house  staff  to  produce  a  quality-driven,  deadline-bound 
monthly  magazine.  An  applicant  should  have  a  degree  in  physics,  and  editorial  experience  is 
desirable.  Send  your  resume  and  an  informative  cover  letter  to 

l 

Alice  Robinson 

Human  Resources 

American  Institute  of  Physics 

One  Physics  Ellipse 

College  Park,  Maryland  20740-3843 

- AFFIRM. 3 - 

From:  Stephen  Benka 

To:  ACPGate("mtingwas@athena.  ncat.edu") 

Date:  1 1/26/96  10:32am 
Subject:  Ad  from  Physics  Today 

Dear  Dr.  Mtingwa, 

Here  is  the  ad  for  our  editorial  opening.  I  appreciate  your  help  in  distributing  it. 

Best  wishes, 

Steve  Benka 


EDITORIAL  OPENING  AT  PHYSICS  TODAY 

PHYSICS  TODAY  is  seeking  to  fill  a  midlevel  editorial  position.  The  principal — but  not 
exclusive — responsibility  of  the  new  staff  member  will  be  to  edit  feature  articles  on  a  broad  range 
of  physics-related  technical  and  nontechnical  subjects.  The  job  will  involve  extensive  contact  with 
the  physics  community  and  with  the  in-house  staff  to  produce  a  quality-driven,  deadline-bound 
monthly  magazine.  An  applicant  should  have  a  degree  in  physics,  and  editorial  experience  is 
desirable.  Send  your  resume  and  an  informative  cover  letter  to 

Alice  Robinson 

Human  Resources 

American  Institute  of  Physics 

One  Physics  Ellipse 

College  Park,  Maryland  20740-3843 
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From:  Jean  Kumagai  <jak@interport.net> 

To:  Stephen  Benka  <sbenka@aip.acp.org> 

Date:  11/27/96  8:01am 

Subject:  Re:  Affirmative  Action 

Looks  good,  Steve.  Some  of  the  other  groups  listed 
in  the  Stith  article  might  also  be  good  —  for  example, 
the  Minority  Students  in  Physical  and  Mathematical  Sciences, 
which  sponsors  the  annual  National  Conference  of  Black 
Physics  Students. 

My  phone  and  fax  numbers  are  both  working  again. 

Happy  Thanksgiving! 

Jean 


CC:  ACP.AIP(jschmidt) 
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From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject 

Affirmative  action  update 

Here  is  what  we  know  about  the  status  of  Physics  Today's 
affirmative  action  efforts  related  to  filling  the  open  editorial 
position. 

Steve  has  sent  the  ad... 

...to  Arlene  Modeste  of  the  APS  Committee  on  Minorities, 
who  agreed  to  distribute  it  appropriately. 

...to  Sekazi  Mtingwa  of  the  National  Society  of  Black 
Physicists,  who  agreed  to  distribute  it  appropriately. 

...to  David  Ernst  of  the  National  Society  of  Hispanic 
Physicists,  with  a  message  asking  for  assistance  with 
distribution. 

Charles  says  he  plans  to  talk  to  Terri  Braun  to  clarify  AJP’s 
affirmative  action  policy. 

--  Jean 
—  Jeff 


Jean  Kumagai  <jak@interport.net> 

ACP.AIP(jbarker,wkornber,tfeder,sbenka,rwehrerib,pe... 

27  Nov  1996  (Wed)  17:57 
affirmative  action  update 
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5  November  1997 


Marc , 


Thank  you  for  asking  me  to  meet  with  you  today  about  my 
statement  to  the  Physics  Today  advisory  committee  that  the 
magazine  has  failed  to  live  up  fully  to  its  claim  that  it  is 
an  affirmative-action  employer. 

I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  outline  the  history  of 
the  issue  at  the  magazine  and  to  discuss  the  important 
difference  between  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative  action. 

At  a  November  1996  Physics  Today  meeting,  some  of  us  on 
the  staff  raised  the  issue  of  affirmative  action  and  the 
lack  of  diversity  at  the  magazine.  Several  weeks  earlier, 
one  of  the  Physics  Today  editors  had  submitted  his 
resignation,  thus  presenting  us  with  an  immediate 
opportunity  to  work  toward  correcting  the  problem.  At  the 
meeting,  -I  said  I  would  help  monitor  the  situation  in  the 
future,  as  did  Jean  Kumagai,  who  is  the  only  minority  among 
the  18  individuals  who  work  at  Physics  Today. 

On  14  April  1997  the.  Physics  Today  staff  learned  that 
out  of  the  85  applicants  for  the  editorial  opening  at  the 
magazine,  three  had  been  selected  to  come  in  for  interviews 
--  all  white  males.  Among  the  85  applicants  were  a  number 
of  potentially  qualified  minorities  and  women.  Jean  and  I 
argued  that  if  Physics  Today  were  truly  committed  to 
affirmative  action,  it  would  also  bring  in  some  of  these 
applicants.  That  could  have  been  done  easily,  but  Charles 
Harris  and  Steve  Benka  refused,  saying  that  it  was  not  worth 
the  delay  of  a  week  or  so  that  it  would  cause.  We  felt  that 
this  revealed  Physics  Today's  priorities  (and  AIP's,  too, 
because  Charles  had  told  us  that  he  had  discussed  the 
institute's  affirmative  action  policy  with  Terri  Braun  after 
the  November  1996  staff  meeting! ,  and  that  affirmative 
action  clearly  was  low  on  the  list. 

The  decisive  factor  turned  out  to  be  that  while  Charles 
believes  in  equal  opportunity,  he  does  not  believe  fully  in 
affirmative  action.  He  told  me,  for  example,  that  he  would 
not  hire  a  minority  who  is  qualified  to  do  the  job  unless 
that  individual  was  more  qualified  than  all  84  of  the  other 
candidates.  Such  a  policy  can  lead  to  an  all-white  staff 
even  though  many  minorities  are  qualified  to  do  the  work. 

For  reasons  outside  of  our  immediate  control,  qualified 
minorities  are  less  likely  to  have  credentials  beyond  those 
needed  to  do  the  work.  Thus,  the  qualified  minorities  are 
passed  over  in  favor  of  white  applicants  who  have  such 
superfluous  credentials.  The  result  is  a  staff  that  doesn't 
look  like  the  population  of  people  who  are  qualified  to  do 
the  work.  Thus  the  Physics  Today  staff  does  not  look  like 
the  physics  community,  the  journalism  community,  the 
Washington  community  or  the  nation  as  a  whole.  As  long  as 
Physics  Today  fails  to  embrace  affirmative  action, 
minorities  will  continue  to  be  in  the  subset  of  applicants 
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deemed  qualified  to  do  the  job,  but  xarely  among  those 
actually  hired.  Thus  ” equal  opportunity 11  amounts  to  a  de 
facto  ” whites  only”  hiring  policy  at  Physics  Today. 
Historically,  affirmative  action  was  instituted  to  overcome 
this  shortcoming  of  equal  opportunity. 

Charles  also  told  me  that  staff  diversity  is  of  no 
value  to  the  magazine  --  except  to  make  the  office  a  more 
interesting  place  to  work.  Therefore  the  fact  that  a 
particular  job  candidate  would  contribute  to  the  diversity 
of  the  staff  counts  for  nothing,  he  said. 

My  own  concern  about  affirmative  action  at  Physics 
Today  was  heightened  when  AIP  and  the  magazine  relocated 
from  New  York  City  to  College  Park  four  years  ago.  To  fill 
the  editorial  openings  created  by  the  move,  the  magazine 
hired  three  individuals,  all  white  males  --  Ray  Ladbury, 
Denis  Cioffi  and  Steve  Benka .  None  of  the  three  had  any 
journalism  experience,  but  the  magazine  was  willing  to  train 
them.  (One  could  view  this  as  an  affirmative  action  program 
for  white  males.)  If  the  magazine  is  willing  to  hire  and 
train  potentially  qualified  whites,  then  why  not  do  that  for 
minorities,  too? 

The  managers  at  Physics  Today  made  two  token  gestures 
in  response  to  the  pressure  that  we  applied:  They  told  a 
few  organizations  of  minority  scientists  about  the  job 
opening,  and,  after  they  filled  the  position  with  a  white 
male,  they  phoned  a  few  of  the  minorities  whom  they  had 
judged  to  be  ’’promising  candidates.” 

Ever  since  my  disagreement  with  Charles  over 
affirmative  action  at  Physics  Today,  he  has  treated  me  a 
little  bit  like  an  unwelcome  troublemaker.  You  should  be 
able  to  verify  any  point  that  I  have  made  in  this  note 
without  attributing  it;  by  doing  it  that  way,  you  can  avoid 
exacerbating  this  problem. 
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